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intreductien 


With financial assistance from the heyal Cemmissien 
en the Nerthern Envirenment, the Temi skaming Envirenmental 
Actien Cemmittee employed two full-time researchers and 
one part-time secretary for a period of fifteen weeks, 

The purpese was to: 


1. document the complete decision-making process used by 
gevernment and public service organizations in their 
various chemical spraying programs in northern Ontarie 
and to prepese alternatives whereby people whe live 
in or near these sprayed areas can be more directly 
involved in this decision-making; 


2. to compile a list of the chemical sprays most widely 
used in northern Ontario and to gather research and 
information relating to the environmental and public 
health impact ef each of these sprays. Material en 
drift ef chemical sprays was alse compiled. 


In the course of our research on this very bread 
subject, we feund that the time limit imposed did not allow 
us to encompass all of nerthern Ontarie in our research. 
Hence, our information on decision-making and pesticide use 
is somewhat regionalized. We adhered te the Temi skaming 
District, since that is eur home base, and in mest cases it 
is fairly representative of the whole of northern Ontarie. 


In a world that seems to be increasingly centralized 
and in the control ef a few, distant people, TEAC feels 
that it is impertant for the average person - the farmer, 
the shop keeper, the housewife, interested and concerned 
citizens, to be able te directly participate in decisions 
that ultimately affect the environment in which they live. 
This is especially impertant in northern Ontarie, where 
people are alienated from the distant capitals of Ottawa 
and Torente, places where decisions sre made that sometimes 
have a grave impact on the peeple of the Nerth. 


This project and subsequent beeklet is an attempt to 
make the decisien-making process, as it applies te various 
chemical spraying programs in the North, easier for people 
to understand. The main thrust, however, is to explore 
avenues where public input can net only be achieved but can 
play an important role in giving people more control over 
their environment. 


Part II ef this booklet is an informatien section on the 
pesticides most widely used in northern Ontario, and a bit of 
information on each of them condensed from our research, 


Part I: Regulation and Use of Pesticides 


"Pesticide" means any organism, substance or thing 
that is manufactured, represented, sold or used as a means 
of directly or indirectly controlling, preventing, destroy- 
ing, mitigating, attracting or repelling any pest er ef 
altering the growth, develepment or characteristics of 
any plant life that is not a pest and includes any organism, 
substance or thing registered under the Pest Control Preducts 
Act (Canada). 


Before we can approach the subject of chemical spraying 
in northern Ontario, we must first answer the question: - 
who legislates and controls the use of pesticides in Canada? 


Chapter 1 = Federal Regulation 


A. The Pest Centrol Products Act (P.C.P. Act) administered 
by Agriculture Canada is the principal federal legislation 
that governs the sale and use of pesticides in Canada, 

The intent and philosophy of the P.C.P. Act is expressed as 
follews: "No person shall manufacture, store, display, 
distribute or use any control preduct (pesticide) under 
unsafe conditions". 


The remainder of the act written thereunder is oriented 
to provide authority to achieve that intent. Any pesticide 
that le used in Canada must be registered under the P.C.P.Act 
khach pesticide's registration mainly consists ef conditions 
under which it can be sold and the purposes for which it 
may be used. 


Be Other Federal Acts as well as the P.C.P. Act, which 
regulate and limit the use of pesticides in special 
situations are: 


Food and Drugs Act - administered by Health and Welfare 
Canada, it prohibits the sale of food that has in or upon 
it, harmful or poisonous substances. The Foods Directorate 
of Health and Welfare Canada determines maximum residue 
limits of pesticides on foods. 


Knvironmental Contaminants Act - through this act, Health 
and Welfare and Fisheries and Environment Canada can demand 
specitic data relating to use, sales, manufacture or import 
of an environmental contaminant, and "conduct reviews in 
respect to its environmental or human health hazard". On 
the basis of theses reviews, the Governor-in-Council can 
take necessary actions to regulate or limit the use of a 


Ze 


chemical that poses a hazard and is not already geverned 
by existing laws. This act is mainly designed as a back- 
up to federal and provincial laws (such as the Pele re ACct,) 
that don't have adequate powers in special situations, 


Fisheries Act = administered by Environmental Protection 
ervice, Fisheries and Environment Canada. It prohibits 
the deposit of deleterious substance of any type in water 

frequented by fish. 


The Migratory Birds Convention Act - is also administered 

by Fisheries and Environment Canada. Similar in its scope 
to the fisheries Act; it prohibits the deposit of oil, oil 
wastes, or any ether substances harmful te migratory birds, 


in any waters or any area frequented by migratory birds. 


The Northern Inland Waters Act and the Arctic Waters 
eliutien Preventien Act - is administered by the federal 
Department of Indian and Nerthern Affairs, both these acts 
relate to the maintenance of water quality and prohibitien 
of discharge inte designated waters of any substance that 
would degrade or alter the quality of those waters te an 
extent that it is detrimental to their use by man er by 

any animal, fish or plant that is useful to man, 


These are just a few of the many federal acts that 


are designed to protect the environment and human health 
from the unsafe use ef pesticides and chemicals, 


Ge. Pesticide Registratien Process 


As mentioned before, the conditions for sale and use 


of any pesticide, whether it be used for forestry, industry, 


agricultural, public health er domestic situations, are 
set forth in the pesticide register under the Pest Centrol 


Products Act. 


36 


For any given pest control product, industry must submit 


an application fer registration along with adequate support- 


scientific data to facilitate evaluation ef the product in 
respect to merit and safety. The degree and type of data 
necessary for registration depends en the individual pest- 
icide and its preposed use, and is characterized in Section 
9 of the P.C.P.Act. Often, government departments actively 
take part in the research and development of pesticides 
that are not yet registered for use but must go through 
such testing in erder to be registered, For instance, the 
Forest Pest Management Institute (FPMIL) of Fisheries and 
Environment Canada conducts experimental field trials on 
pesticides that are undergoing the process of registration 


he 


for forestry use. Among ether things, FPMI would test 
the proposed products! efficiency in destreying the target 
insect or disease. 


Copies of the industry's submission, supporting research 
and all, are provided, with a request for review and comment, 
to; 

1. Agriculture Canada 

2. Health and Welfare Canada 

3. Fisheries and Environment Canada 


Depending en the proposed use of the pesticide, ether 
consulting government agencies, such as the Wildlife 
Management Branch of Environment Canada or the Bureaus of 
Chemical Safety and of Chemical Hazards of Health and 
Welfare Canada, will alse be asked to take part in the 
review of this data for registration. This interdeparte 
mental review process is the main avenue for dealing with 
environmental and human health concerns in the use and 
application of pesticides that are being considered for 
registration, Each of the three main government agencies 
involvad in this registration process have distinct duties, 


1. Agriculture Canada 


Centrol Preducts Section ~- this section of Agriculture 

Canada receives the registration application and is responsible 
for the co-erdination of reviews from all of the ether 
departments, Being responsible for the applicatien for 
registration ef any pesticide, this section communicates with 
the applicant as to whether er not his product meets the 
requirements for registration, 


Research Branch = contributes to Agriculture Canada's 
evaluation process of candidate pesticides by develeping 
aQata on efficacy, crop safety, and residues on food crops. 


@, Health and Welfare Canada 

Health and Welfare also plays an important role in 
the evaluation ef pesticides for registration. They have 
two main sareas of concern: 


Environmental Health Directorate - is concerned with human 
health aspects of people employed in manufacturing, handling 
or applying pesticides, as well as anyone who may become 
expesed, 


Feeds Directorate - ensures that the use of pesticides on 
food crovs will net result in undue hazard due te pesticide 
residues on crops, They also establish maximum pesticide 
residue limits on food: crops. 


Se 


3-e Fisheries and Environment Canada 


Fisheries and Environment also plays an impertant 
advisory role in pre- and post-registration evaluation. 
Their areas of concern are: 

- the effects of products on fisheries, aquatic life, 
wildlife, birds and other non-target biota; 

~ efficacy in controlling target insects and diseases 
(forestry use); 

- adequacy of disposal instructions. 


Depending upen review of all ef the submitted data by 
various branches of these three main agencies, evaluation 
officers in the Centrol Preducts Section of Agriculture 
Canada let the applicant know whether the proposed pesticide 
passes or fails the tests for registration, It is net 
unusual that despite the submission of comprehensive data, 
the registration of any given pesticide for some or all 
uses may be refused. Unfortunately there is no publication 
mechanism to decument such cases, since it is a matter of 
negotiation between the registrant and regulatory officials. 


D. Re-evaluation 


Pesticides that are registered are subject to re- 
evaluation in the light ef new information during the life of 
the product. Once a product has been registered and used, 

the scope ef any re-evaluation process is expanded to 
include provincial agencies. Because of this previncial 
involvement, re-evaluation invelving long-registered 
products is complex and time-consuming, 


Chapter 2 - Provincial Regulation 
Ae The Pesticides Act, 1973 = The provincial government 


regulates pesticides largely through the Pesticides Act, 
passed in 1973. The Act is administered by the Pellutioen 
Control Branch of the provincial Ministry of the Environment, 
It may be divided into twe sections, prohibitory and 
regulatory. The prohibitery section sets up a general 
prohibition which, in essence, prohibits anyene, licensed or 
unlicensed, with or without a permit, to discharge or cause 
to be discharged, a pesticide into the environment in such 
a manner that would cause greater impairment to the enviren- 
ment (if any) than would result from the proper use of the 
pesticide.® Other prohibitions found in the regulations are 
that water may not be taken from a lake or river unless the 
equipment is equipped with an effective backflow device; 
pesticide applying equipment may not be washed in any lake, 
river or surface waters; no one may stere pesticides in any 
manner where they may come into contact with food er drink 


intended for human or animal censumptien; anyene respensible 
for a pesticide must immediately netify the Director of the 
Pellution Contrel Branch (Pesticides Centrol Section) of the 
Ministry of the Environment of any theft, fire or accident 
that may release a pesticide into the environment.*: 


The Ministry of the Environment centrels the pesticide 
situation by regulatery provisiens set ferth in The Pesticides 
Act. These regulations set up a classificatien ef pesticides 
and a system of licences and permits te use or sell them, 
These regulations also create regulatory bedies to administer 
various aspects ef the Act. A licence and/er a permit may 
be required to use or sell a pesticide based on its classif- 
ication, Only those pesticides approved and registered under 
the federal Pest Control Preducts Act may be used in Ontario, 
It is through these licences and permits that records of sale 
and use are kept and applicants must undergo seme training 
to pass an examination, hence some control is exerted; however, 
under each licence/permit combination there are exemptions. 
These exemptions are mostly in the agricultural area partic- 
ularly where the application is performed by the farmer, 


The Director of the Pellution Contrel Branch (Pesticides 
Control Section) issues and revokes these licences and 
permits. The Director may alse issue stop orders, control 
orders and other orders such as ordering the person responsible 
for the pesticide te clean up any spill er other accidental 
damage e 


i) Pesticides Advisory Committee - The pesticides Act 
creates a Festicides Advisory Committee. This committee 
classifies pesticides based on the toxicity of the active 
ingredient, its use and its environmental impact or danger 
to human health. It also reviews The Pesticides Act annually 
and may inquire into anything concerning pesticides or the 
control of pests as well as carrying cut research projects. 
lts ebjectives are: 
1. te find alternative pesticides for those which are 
deemed environmentally hazardous and are restricted, 
ec. to determine potential environmental hazards ef pesticides 
currently in use, 
36 to reduce pesticides input into the environment. 


The following is from the Deputy Minister in answer te 
an inquiry te see if the Pesticides Advisory Committee is 
a point ef possible participation. "There is no fermal 
channel whereby concerned citizens er public interest groups 
may make submissiens to the Pesticides Advisory Committee. 
Eowever, members of the public could ask the Committee to 
reconsider a pesticide, by submitting a brief to them or by 
requesting permission to address one of their meetings. 
There does not appear to be any precedent for this procedure, 


Te 


tut in theory, there is no reason why the Pesticides Advisory 
Committee would refuse such a request, if they were con- 

vinced that new scientific evidence might come to light as 

a result. The Pesticides Advisery Committee is concerned 

with the scientifically documented effects of a pesticide, 

and they would be most likely to consider briefs or submissions 
from the public if they contained or referenced firm scientific 
evidence,"5. 


4i) Pesticides Appeal Board - The Pesticides Act creates a 
Pesticides Appeal Board, TIhis is where an applicant may 
appeal the decision of the Director of the Pesticide Control 
Section to refuse to issue or renew a licence, te suspend 


or revoke a licence or make a contrel order. 


fale Environmental Assessment Aci ~ passed in 1975 and fully 
precisimed in 1976, is an innevative and complex piece of 
legislation. The purpose of this act ig te include, in 

the planning stage et a project, a type of risk/benefit 
analysis ef the project from the point of view of social 
costs, potential environmental disturbance or effect en 
human health. A similar assessment must be done for potential 
alternatives to the project as well. The point being to 
prevent significant environmental disturbances rather than 
pay the direct or indirect costs of remedial action or the 
consequences of no remedy, 


At this point it would appear that its petential has 
yet to be fully realized »ecause of the number ef exemptions. 
These exemptions are toe numerous and legalistic to quote 
in this report, but with respect to the use of herbicides 
and pesticides, the spray pregrams of such services as 
Ontario Hydro, Ministry of Transportation and Communication, 
Bell Canada and others are exempt because they are of the 
nature of a maintenance undertaking rather than a major 
undertaking. Agricultural spraying is exempt because for 
the mest part it is in the private sector which has not yet 
been brought under the Act. tt would appear that the only 
spray programs to come under the Environmental Assessment 
Act are those of the Ministry of Natural Resources. These 
were exempted until December, 1979 and at that time this 
exemption was further extended to December, 1980. To 
determine whether a project needs an environmental assess- 
ment it is adviseable te call the Ministry of the Environ- 
ment, Environmental Assessment Section, Terento. 


When the assessment has been submitted and the review 
of it by the government of Ontario completed, notice is 
then given to the public after which any interested party 
has thirty days, or more if specified in the notice, to 
make a submission concerning the assessment or the project, 
they may alse request a hearing. At this point the 
Minister then determines whether the project should be 
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approved, amended er if sufficient need for a hearing has 
been demonstrated. 


If a hearing is required the preject details and relevant 
information is submitted to the Envirenmental Assessment 
Board, A public hearing will then be held, hewever the 
Minister has the pewer to rule that some information er part 
ef the hearing be kept secret. The Beard then decides te 
accept, amend or reject appreval ef the preject; however, 
within twenty eight days the Minister and the Cabinet may 
amend or reject the decision of the Beard. They may also 
request another hearing. Below is a basic flow diagram 
of thois procedurs, 


BASi!G FLOW OLAGRAM OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ACT 1975 
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Chapter 3 - District Pesticide Users and the Decision- 
Making Process 


In 1979 there were ever six gevernment and public 
service ayencies that carried on pesticide spraying pre- 
grams of any size in the District of Temiskaming. In order 
to decument the decision=making processes used by these 
agencies in their various spraying pregrams and te gather 
information on the most widely used pesticides, TEAC sent 
a questionnaire (attachment #1) te each ef these agencies. 


The follewing are the unabridgedreplies of each ef 
these agencles concerning their decision-making precesses, 
Attachment 2,) Ministry of Natural Resources 

> 3.) Ministry of Transportatien & Communications 
# ue) Northern Telephene Ltd, 
i Se) Ministry of Agriculture and Foed 
Ontavlo Nerthland Transpertatien Commissien 
Ontario Hydre 
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TLAC 

Henry Ingworsen 

Ret. 2 

Kenaboeek, Ontario POJ 110 


Rovert J, Keir 

Information and liaison Section 
Ministry of-Netural iosources 
5th Floor, Whitney Block 

Queen's Paric 

Toronto, Ontario M7A 1W3 


Dear Ty?» Keiry 

With finanefal assistance from the NoyalCormission on the 
Northern "nvironsent, TEAC is documenting, the somplote decision 
making prooesses used by the ifR and other branches of govermiont 
in theiy warious chemical spraying prorrans in Northern Cntario. 
ie will consequently be proposing alternatives whoreby the people 
who live in or near these sprayed aroas can be moro dircotly in- 
volved in thesc deoision making processes, 

In order fo achieve this objective,we neod the full cooperation 
of the MNR in supplying us with the necessary information. what is 
required can bo broken down into 2 basic areas? 


Ve DECISION MAKING PROCKSS 


A. What group or body within the NR deoides sich 
insecticides and herbicides to use for the 3pruce Budwom 
ond conifor release prorrams in Northorn Ontario? 


B. On what do they base those decisions? 
{)what research is consulted 
2)who is sonsultod 


GC. Does this same body decido what ireas require choinical 
spraying, ,and on what do they baso these decisions? (3 abovo) 


D,. How many are on this decision making body? 
1) who are they 
2) how are they put thore 
3) if avpointed,who appoints them, 
lh )how long do they sorve 
5) how often do they moet 


Bb. In goneral,what i3 the scomlote, step-by-step process 
implemented by this bocy in deciding oach years! herbicide 
and insecticide spraying prorran? 


FP, To what extent are tho various chemical companies involved 
in this decision makin, process? 
1) are they consul tod? 


Attachment “1, 


(2) 


2e lierbicido and Insecticide Information 


A. \nat horbisides and insecticides are considored 
for use in the IN? chomical spraying prorran in Northern 


Ontario? 


B, leon whieh chemical companies are the various 
herbicides and insecticides purchased?(2,l- and “Mataoil") 


C. Yoes the MN ostablish multieyear contracts with 
those chemical companies for the purchase of certain 
herbicides and insecticides? 


1) 
2) 


which herbicides and inseeticides? 
what is the usual longthoof these sontracts? 


D. Since the MNR chemical spraying program began,what 
herbicides and insecticides have boen used in Northern 


Ontario? 


what years were each of theses pesticides used? 
what wore they used for? : 

what amount was used of emh of them each year? 
how many acres were sprayed eaagh year? 

the wate of anplication (per acre) of each one 
used ea@cn year, 

where was oach pesticide used each year? (how 
rach in Temiskamine, how much in Cochrane,e6tcs, ) 
how were oach of these pesticidos applied gach 
year? (plane,helicopter, ground spraying, ete. ) 
what was the cost of each of these spray prorrans 
each year? 

what sort of environmental and health impact 
studiea wore conducted each year in any of those 
tarpet areas following, the spraying? 


10) what was the cost oach year of these studies? 


Se hat is the “Nil's plan for the 1960 chemleal apraying 
»rorran in Uortherm Untario? 


, 
2) 
3} 


) what herbicides and inseotieides will be used? 


how mush of each will bo used? 

how many acros will be affeoted in each of the 
soparate programs? 

what will be tho anplisation rate of each of the 
pesticides? 

how will each pesticide be anplied? 

how mary aerns will bo arfectcd in each area by 
cach propran’ ( Toriakanim:, Cochrane,etec, ) 

whon will ead spray provam be expectod to bein? 


10. 
) 


ike 


Attachment 1.) 


(3) 


8) what will bo the total cost of each of the 
spray programs? 


FP. What alternatives to the chemical rite a program are 
currently under oonsideration by the NR? ( sex attractants, 
biological controls, etc, ) 
1) how much research is going into these alternatives? 
2) what alternativos have been considered in the 
past and discarded? 


G,. Is the MNR studying the synervistic offesta of pesticides 
in the environmont? 


eo appreciate your cooperation in answering all of these questions 


3 thoroughly as possible,If you have 
(7055 


arisen oY scorments 
6 


concurning, this lotter please phone 563-20. 
Jincerely,. 
YH Ing 


Ye. 
Ministry of Natural Resources Attachment 2.) 


RESPONSE TO QUESTLONS ON DECISION-MAKING IN 


CHEMICAL SPRAYING PROGRAMS RAISED BY TEAC 


Decision Making Process 


ra 


Fundamentally, the registration process ot Agriculture Canada determines which 
pesticides may be used. Within MNk, the choice as to which herbicide to use is 
made by tield staff, based on their own experience and advice from-the Pest 
Control Section in Head Office. For spruce budworm spray programs, ‘the Pest 
Control Section decides which insecticides will be used. 


Decisions are based on: (a) effectiveness, (b) environmental risk (c) cost 
(da) ease Oot use in tield. 


(1) Research conducted by the Canadian Forestry Service, various provincial 
forest management agencies, the U.S. Forest Service, universities, etc. 
1s reviewed and evaluated continually. Publication lists and subscriptions 
to appropriate scientific journals facilitate this review. 


(2) Frequent meetings are held throughout the year involving representatives 
from provincial and federal pesticide regulatory agencies, universities, 
fish and wildlife, agriculture, health, forestry, etc. to review recent 
research and discuss the status of various pesticides. On a regular basis, 
sClentists from the Canadian Forestry Service, Ontario Pesticides Advisory 
Committee, Health and Welfare Canada and Agriculture Canada are consulted 
on the subject of pesticide effectiveness and hazards. 


To a large extent, decisions on areas to be sprayed with herbicide for conifer 
release are made by the unit forester. He may or may not consult with the 
district forest management supervisor and/or the regional forester in making 
this decision. For spruce budworm spraying, the decision is made by the Spruce 
Budwonn Committée. Delineation of the area to be treated 1s based on what area 
requires treatment biologically to achieve conifer release or protection from 
budworm. 


(1) Yhere is no decision-making body for herbicide treatments. For budworm 
Spraying, the body is the Spruce Budworm Committee, made up of representa- 
tives from District, Regional and Head Office of MNR, and the Canadian 
Forestry Service. Non-government participation may be requested. In 1978, 
the Federation of Ontario Naturalists and Pollution Probe were invited to 
participate and observe the spraying program, but both declined. 


(2) hey are appointed by District Manayers and Regional Directors of MNR. 

(3) as above. 

(4) They serve one year at a time. 

(2) The Spruce Budworm Committee meets 5 to 6 times to plan the program. 

As indicated in the covering letter it would be impossible to document on paper 
the “complete, step-by-step process" since the process develops in response to 
the demands of that particular year. Your question can best be answered by 


participating in the planning of the 1980 budworm spraying program. 


(1) The companies are not involved to any :xtent in decision making. They are 
consulted only to determine product cost and availability. 


" cas 
Ministry of Transportation & Communications Attachment Ba) 


as DECISION MAKING PROCESS 


A. What group or body within the MTC decides which herbicides to use for 
the weed and brush control program in Northern Ontario? 


Under the Director of Maintenance the Landscape Planning and Operations 
Section researches and recommends various herbicides to the Ministry's 
New Products Committee for their approval. Following approval, the 

recommendations are implemented through MTC's "Pesticide Spray Manual”. 


ES: On what do they base this decision? 
1) What research is consulted? 
2) Who is consulted? 


Before any new herbicide is considered for use by the Ministry we 
will carry out trial treatments to monitor the efficacy of the 
product, safety to the environment and the spray applicator, method 
of application and cost etc. These trials may be carried out and 
monitored over several years before recommendations on their further 
use are submitted to our New Products Committee. 


1) Research and development work of other highway and utility agencies 
across Canada and the U.S. is reviewed. The Department of Environ- 
mental Biology, University of Guelph is frequently consulted on 
related herbicide research. Various university, government and 
professional association publications and journals (such as Weed 
Science Society of America) are continually reviewed. Product 
memoranda from Agriculture Canada are also reviewed to keep abreast 
of registration changes. ; 


2) Frequent consultation occurs with the Plant Products Division of 
Agriculture Canada, the Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 
Ministry of Agriculture and Food, the Pesticide Advisory Committee 


and the Ontario Weed Committee (OWC). MTC has a representative on 
the OWG- 
Ge Does this same body decide which areas require chemical spraying, and on 


what do they base this decision? (B above). 


he decision on which areas are to be sprayed is made in the local MTC 

District office following guidelines from the MTC Quality Standards and 
the MTC Pesticide Spray Manual. Consultations on the spray techniques 

and the specific spray materials to be used are carried out between the 
Districts and Head Office resource staff. As required by the Ministry 
of the Environment our Head Office also administers the requests of 
specific treatments by annual permits from MOE. 


is How many are on this decision making body? 
Who are they? 

How are they put there? 

If appointed, who appoints them? 

How) Longmdomehensoeuavye 

How often do they meet? 


WM Bm WN 


The Regional decision making process with respect to the area herbicide 
program involves a multi-disciplinary team oe We We Co Chimkeyeoa 
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1) It is composed of (i) Regional Maintenance Engineer 
(ii) District Engineer (iii) Services Supervisor (iv) 
Landscape Foreman (vi) Patrolman. 


O7e7e Sot PThewaboves Staff) isian integral part,ofithe District 
and Regional Maintenance organization who plan, develop and 
execute maintenance procedures throughout their respective 
bistricts. The procedure is continual and ongoing. 


Ls In general, what is the complete step hy step process used by this 
body in deciGing each year's herbicide spraying program in Northern 
Cntario? 


The process as outlined in l-c is carried ovt annually in order 
to prepare the work program for the ensuing year. 


ime To whet extent are the various chemical companies involved in this 
decision making process? 
1) are they consulted? 


The chemical companies are not consulted or involved with ar 
decision as to the type of treatment or pesticide to be use 
They fare consulted onlysetor technical resource sin formation 
availability and cost of their specific products. 


Northern Telephone Ltd. 


Question: 


Answer: 


Question: 


Answer: 


Question: 


Answer: 


Question: 


Answer: 


Question: 


Answer: 


Question: 


Answer: 
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TEMISKAMING ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION COMMITTEE 


RESPONSE 


3 


De 


What group or body within Northern Telephone decides 
which herbicides to use for the weed and brush control 
program in Northern Ontario? 


The "Construction Manager" in conjunction with a 
licenced "Forestry Foreman" decide on the chemicals 
to be used for brush control within our system. 


On what do they base this decision? 


The decisions are based on information obtained from 
the various Chemical Companies, the "Ministry of the 
Environment", verbal communications with the Ontario 
Hydro forestry group and also with the Ministry of 
Transportation and Communications. 


1) Whate research: is consulted? 


Northern Telephone Limited does not have a research 
group and depends on the Chemical Companies and the 
various Ministries for information. 


2) Who is consulted? 
Mainly the "Ministry of Environment”. 


Does this same body decide which areas require chemical 
spraying, and on what do they base this decision 
(B above) ? 


The Construction Manager and the Foresty Foreman decide 
on the areas to be sprayed, from information received 
from the line maintenance forces along with data from 
the past spraying program. A visit is usually required 
in a lot of cases to help determine if it can be sprayed; 
if brushmaishtoothigh peresmust+be Gut and chipped or 
hauled away. 


How many are on this decision making body? 


There really is no formal appointed committee. It is 

up to the local maintenance people to recommend any 

line clearing or spraying required in their respective 
areas, This information 1s >channeled to the Construction 
Manager or Forestry Foreman, a preview is made and the 
program is then set up, taking into consideration the time 
required, whether brush or spray and also future con- 
struction area. 


T.E.A.C. Responses, Cont'd: 


Question: Dee eee 
Answer 
Ouvesé£i1on : eeu Kae 
Answer: 
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In general, what is the complete step by step process 
implemented by this body in deciding each year's 
herbicide spraying program in Northern Ontario? 


We know the areas that have been sprayed in the past 
and the local maintenance foremen in his normal visits 
during the summer months will make recommendations of 
brushing or spraying requirements. If an area requires 
spraying this is then scheduled from June 1 to the end 


of August. 


To what extent are the various chemical companies 
involved in this decision making process? 


The chemical companies have no input on deciding where 
or what is sprayed. They may be asked to recommend 
chemicals for various types of undergrowth. 


db 
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Ministry of 416/965- 1241] Legislative Buildings 

. Queen's Park 
Agriculture Toronto, Ontario 
and Food M7A 1B2 


November 22, 1979 


Mr. Henry Ingwersen 

Temiskaming Environmental Action Committee 
ReeRe ie 

Kenabeek, Ontario 

POJ IMO 


Dear Mr. Ingwersen: 


I am replying to your letter about information on 
chemical spraying in Northern Ontario. 


At the outset I wish to stress that decisions to 
spray farm crops in Ontario are not made by Government but 
rather by individual farmers themselves. 


They do, of course, have ready access to carefully 
prepared recommendations on which to make their decisions. 


In this connection, I am enclosing Publications 296, 
- 75, 363 and 360 as examples of publications which contain 
spraying recommendations. 


While all of your questions are not applicable to 
the above decision-making process, I am pleased to provide 
the following comments on a number of your questions. 


2 Decision-Making Process 
(a) What group or body within OMAF decides which 


pesticides to use for any crop spraying 
programs in Northern Ontario? (i.e. the 1979 
Temiskaming armyworm spraying) 


The recommendations are made by committees. 
For example, on the back of 296 is a listing 
of the organizations which had representation 
on or input to the 1979 Field Crop 
Recommendations. 


Recommendations for armyworm control, which 

you mention specifically, can be found on 

Page 8 for corn, and Page 29 for cereal crops. 
(b) On what do they base this decision? 

1. What research is consulted? 


2. Who is consulted? 


COnt “dss sd ody 


(c) 


(d) 


(e) 


(f) 
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1. What research is consultec? All research done 
at Federal and Provincial research stations and 
research and testing done by companies to prove 
this product is worthy of being on the 
recommended list. 


2. Who is consulted? Members of the committees 


Does this same body decide which areas require crop 
spraying, and on what do they base this decision, 
i.e. who is consulted? 


Decisions to spray are made by the farmers. Farmers, 
extension workers, crop specialists, pest management 
specialists and the Provincial entomologist are on the 
alert throughout the growing season, and when out- 
breaks of insects or diseases or weeds occur, 
information on them and the annually updated 
recommendations are communicated via radio, T.V., press 
and newsletters. 


How many are on this decision-making body? 


1. Who are they? - Researchers, extension workers, 
farmers, industry representatives. 


2. How are they put there? - By appointment. 


3. Who appoints them? - They are selected from the 
various agencies and their appointments agreed to 
by respective agency heads and committee chairmen. 


4. How long do they serve? - Appointments are made 
annually. Service on committees ranges from one 
year to several years. 


5. How often do they meet? - At least annually. 

In general, what is the complete step by step process 
used by this body in deciding any crop spraying 
programs in Northern Ontariog? 

Answered above. 

To what extent are the various chemical companies 
involved in this decision-making process? Are they 
consulted? 

Chemical companies have representation on various 


committees. In addition, they are consulted at times 
of outbreaks regarding availability of supplies. 


LGR 


Ontario Northland 
Teanugoreuen Commis y) sie hee 


195 Regina Street 
North Bay, Ontario 
P1B 8L3 


Phone (705) 472-4500 
Telex 067 76103 


October 18, 1979 


4640-1 


Temiskaming Environmental Action 
Committee 

RoR. #2 

Kenabeek, Ontario POJ IMO 


Attention: Mr. Henry Ingwersen 


Dear Mr. Ingwersen: 


This refers to your letter dated October 5, 1979. Your many de- 
tailed questions cannot possibly be answered; however, I hope that 
the following summary of our weed and brush spraying practices 
will be of some help to you. 


Like any other railway in Canada, we inspect our right-of-way for 
vegetation growth and plan spraying programs on a cyclical basis. 
Our weed and brush removal is now largely done by chemical means 
rather than manual removal. This is for reasons of economy. When 
our weed and brush spraying program has been designated, tenders 
are received from the various contractors in the spraying business 
and the work is awarded based upon contractor's price, previous 
performance and availability of machinery. The chemicals we use 
and specify are used throughout the industry for this application 
and they meet all government environmental standards in force at 
the time. The contractors in this line of work are licensed by 
the Province of Ontario and their employees are also instructed on 
the proper application of the various chemicals. 


Spraying is not carried out near waterways or near any other 

ponded water. In addition, spraying may be restricted in sensi- 
tive agricultural areas on windy days. Generally speaking, we have 
had very few complaints over the last five years from adjoining 
property owners. The results of the spraying programs are gener- 
ally effective, however, they are also short-lived. We still do 
some brushing by hand throughout the railway system, especially 
around railway crossings and other built-up areas where visibility 
is more important. 


Poy 2 


Rail, Highway, Transport 
Marine, Atr, Hotel and 
Talecammunicatinn Services 
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Answers to Temiskaming Environmental Action 
___Conmittee Questionnaire 


Question 
1 A. What group or body within Ontario Hydro decides which herbicides 
to use for the weed and brush control programs in Northern 
Ontario? 
B. On what do they base this decision? 
1) what research is consulted 
2) who is consulted 
Answer 
|e er oa 0 


Question 


1 


Answer 


Ontario Hydro's Department of Transmission Environnent, Land 
Management Section, keeps abreast of various developments with 
herbicides and provides a list of suitable approved chemicals 
for the regions to use as well as the work procedures. 


Research data on registered products is reviewed in co-operation 
with our Health & Safety Division, and with our Research Division. 
Liaison is maintained with Federal and Provincial agencies respon- 
sible for authorizing use. Literature reviews are done to keep 
abreast of Research and Development work. Attendance at seminars 
and symposiums upgrades our knowledge of the subject. 


The Regional Transmission Lines and Environment Superintendent 
then decides which chemicals from this list will be used and 
discusses this with the Area Forestry Foremen. 


Does this same body decide which areas require chemical spraying, 
and on what do they base this decision? (B above) 


The Area Forestry Foremen produce a spray program for the next 
year which is submitted to the Regional Supervisors for approval. 
Once the programs are approved at the Regional level, external 
licensing and controlling agencies are informed of our plans, 

(if required) and approval is sought. Once this approval is 
obtained, the program is started aS soom as seasonal factors 


permit, 


20 ls 
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Many factors are used to determine what areas are to be sprayed 
but the most important one is to confirm that there is a need. 
Sections of rights-of-way that do not contain brush of sufficient 
size that might hamper the transmission and distribution of 
electrical energy are not sprayed. 


If the need for control is established, then the project is 
scheduled with the local foreman deciding when and how the job 
will be done, working within the constraints of policies and 
work practices developed by both Head Office and the Regional 
Superintendent. 


Question 


Answer 


Question 


L 


EY 


How many are on this decision making body? 
1) who are they 

2) how are they put there 

3) if appointed, who appoints them 

4) how long do they serve 

5) how often do they meet 


The decision making body can vary from one person to many people 
depending on the complexity of the job. 


Ontario Hydro has a wide spectrum of expertise available to any 
member of its field forces. When a question is raised, the 
person requiring the answer can refer it to the functional 
experts needed to answer the question, or assume the responsi- 
bility for providing a course of action. 


None of these people are appointed. They have been given the 
responsibility for whatever expertise their jobs entail, and 
they meet when required. 


In general, what is the complete, step-by-step process im- 
plemented by this body in deciding each years’ herbicide 
spraying program in Northern Ontario? 


Answer 


Question 


Answer 


Ce. 
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Each Area Forestry Foreman is aware of the total number of 
high voltase and distribution lines for which he is respon- 
sible. He also knows when each line was last sprayed. When 
he produces his work program for the next year's work, he 
uses this date to select the lines that will probably require 
treatment. A field check is then made and the appropriate 
decision is made, which may be that no spraying is required. 
As well as this, patrols are made yearly of all lines for 
various reasons and reports may be received which indicate 
that a line which might be considered to be in good shape, 
isn't. The decision making process is not rigid and many 
factors are considered. 


To what extent are the various chemical companies involved 
in this decision making process? 
1) are they consulted 


The chemical companies have no input whatever in the decision 
making process. (We do review their data for the decision 


making data.) 


Chapter 4 - Recommendations for Public Participatien 


it is clear in going over all of this gathered inform- 
atien - federal Registratien, Provincial Legislation and 
regional and local use by various gevernment agencies and 
other services, that there is a definite lack of public 
input into the use and contrel of pesticides that have an 
impact on that same public's environment. 


Through censultation with ether environmental groups 
and people in northemOnterie, TEAC has come up with some 
recommendations that would allow for public input at all 
three levels - federal, provincial and local, thereby 
ensuring increased public participation in matters concern- 
ing the environment, 


Since the use ef pesticides by greups or individuals 
is controlled by federal and provincial legislation, it 
would follow that the most important avenue for public input 
is at these legislative levels, 


Federal Recommendatiens 


Public input into the registration of pesticides is an 
important first step. A goed model for public input at the 
federal level is the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
"Rebuttable Presumption Against Registration (R.P.A.R.)" 
which has been in existence since March 1976 (see attach- 
ment 8.) "Rebuttable presumption against registration 
means that if a pesticide shews petentially dangerous 
characteristics, it is subjected to intensive scientific 
review and public comment before a decision is made on 
whether to allew continued use or begin the process of 
removing it from market." 


Though the present review and re-evaluation process 
is thorough, it does net allew for public comment. There- 
fore we recommend: 


1.) an amendment to the Pest Control Products Act similar 
to Rebuttable Presumption Against Registratien that 
would allow for public input into the initial registra- 
tion and re-evaluation of any pesticides, with an 
allowance of at least 90 days for submissions by the 
public. 


2.) that such an amendment allowing for public input be 
under the auspices of a pesticides review board, 
However, we further recommend that: 

a.) such a review board be represented by not only 
government departments with a direct interest in 
pesticides, but also by capable representatives of 
the public at large. These people could be non- 


rad 


elie 
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BUTT. AGAINST. 


Open Decisions on Pesticide Safety 


In 1972, Congress amended the Federal pesticides law to 
require stricter human health and environmental protection 
from pesticide abuse. EPA was charged with issuing rules for 
reviewing all pesticides to ensure they meet the new safety 
requirements. Some 35,000 pesticides consisting of 1,400 
basic ingredients are now sold in the U.S. A key part of 
the EPA safety review is a process called "Rebuttable Pre- 
sumption Against Registration” or "RPAR.” It has been in 


effect for about a year oe a onalt. (oppux. Mared 1976) 


Rebuttable presumption against registration means that 
if a pesticide shows potentially dangerous characteristics, 
it is subjected to intensive scientific review and i 
comment before a decision is made on whether to allow con- 
tinued use or kegin the process of removing it from the market. 


The advantage of rebuttable presumption is that it allows 
EPA to gather extensive scientific information about the effects 
of a chemical before determining whether prolonged, courtroom- 
type hearings on sa nsyr that bene- 


fits and risks are given full consideration. 


RPAR is not the same as banning a pesticide. Whether 
this occurs will depend upon the type of information received 
by EPA and a jydgment as to whether benefits appear to out- 
weigh risks or vice versa. 


The RPAR process may last up to 180 days. During this 
time, the pesticide in question may continue to be sold. At 
the end of this period, EPA will announce that the pesticide 
appears safe for continued use or that it may Cause unreasonable 
adverse effects on the environment. If the latter occurs, 
additional investigation into benefits and risks begins. This 
includes consultation with scientific and economic experts 
and the opportunity for further comment from the general public. 


Pesticides that have had RPAR notices issued on them thus 
far are: BAAM (Amitraz), BHC, Chlorobenzilate, Chloroforn, 
Diallate, Endrin, Lindane, Pronamide, Strychnine, Strychnine 
Sulfate, 1080, 1081, Toxaphene, Kepone, the EBDC fungicides 
and Dimethoate. 


August 1977 
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The hazardous criteria that trigger rebuttable presumption 
are :()if the pesticide is highly toxi and m ose th é 
of immediate poisoning to people or wildlife Jif it may cause 


mutations in people or “non-target” animals , ony abd 


If a pesticide ingredient meets one or more of the risk 
criteria mentioned above, the rebuttable presumption process 
comes into play as follows: 


Manufacturers and users of the suspect oesticide, 
and the general public, are notified of tha risk in- 
formation and given 45 days to offer rebuttal evidence. 
This period for submitting views may be extended by 
660 days. 


At the end of this period, EPA announces whether 
or not all risks have been rebutted. 


If they have, EPA proposes to allow continusd use 
of the pesticide. If they have not, an interna 
analysis of risks versus benefits ig undertaken. Up 
to 180° days may have elasped by this time, and the 
pesticide in question may continue to be sold. 


Depending upon the outcome of the risk/benefit 
analysis, the pesticide is proposed for approval, or 
EPA begins formal consultation with the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture on the economic impact and sales. 
An independent Scientific Advisory Panel reviews 
health and environmental effects information. 


. Roughly 60 days after the USDA and scientific 
Fonsultation, EPA must again decide whether to pro- 
pose continued use of the pesticide or issue a 
*notice of intent to cancel" further production and 
sale. Regardless of which way the decision goes, 
the opportunity for a public hearing exists. 


A "notice of intent to cancel" represents EPA's finding 
that a pesticide generally causes unreasonable adverse effects 
upon the environment. It provides manufacturers and users of 
the pesticide and other interested persons the chance to 
request courtroom-type hearings on risks and benefits. Depend- 
ing upon the complexity of the issues, these hearings may 


26. 
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last a year or longer. The eventual outcome is a decision 
by the EPA Administrator on the pesticide's future. During 
cancellation hearings, the pesticide may continue to be sold. 


Suspension” may interrupt either the rebuttable presump- 
-tion as eee of process at any point. Jt is based upon 
a finding of imminent hazard posed by the pesticide. A brief 
public hearing may be held. (The exact length of this hearing 
may be determined by the EPA Administrator.) The purpose of 


a suspension is to decide whether to allow continued sale of 
a pesticide during the time it would take to hold more in-depth 


cancellation hearings. 


Cancelled pesticides include most uses of DDT and aldrin 
and dieldrin, some mercury pesticides and certain predator 
poisons used primarily for coyote control. Chlordane and 
heptachlor have been suspended. 


EPA's pesticide registration rules, including the rebutt- 
able presumption process, appeared in the July 3, 1975 Federal 


Register. so Gti $142. Bas A0ptoNor 129. 


government and non-industry scientists and doctors, 
farmers, representatives of native, environmental 
and public interest groups, members of the academic 
community, etc. 


3.) that such an amendment, administered by this balanced 
interdepartmental and peer review board be applied during 
the initial registration as well as the subsequent 
re-evaluation of any pesticide, and 
a.) that this amendment and peer review process include 
not only the pesticide but any solvents, emulsifiers, 
surfactants, dyes or any other inert or any active 
ingredients used with the pesticide. 


We feel this would allow for a more balanced pesticide 
registration and re-evaluation process. 


Provincial Recommendations 


The first recommendations deal with the Environmental 
Assessment Act, as it appears to be the initial point of 
the decision-making process with respect to provincial 
environmental legislation. 


1. All pesticide programs of all ef the various agencies 
such as Ontario Hydro, Ministry of Transportation and 
Communications, Bell Canada, CN, CP, Ontario Northland, 
Trans Canada Piplines etc. be placed under the auspices 
of the Environmental Assessment Act. 


2. That all agricultural spray programs be placed under 
the Environmental Assessment Acte 


3. The Ministry of Environment should provide legal advance 
notice of environmental impact programs whereby the 
public has at least ninety days to assess the informatien 
and prepare a submission. 


he That no information or hearing or part of a hearing 
regarding the environmental impact of a project be kept 
secret or closed to the public. 


5, The power of the Minister and the Cabinet to reject or 
alter the decision of the Environmental Assessment Board, 
should be limited. They should retain the power to 
request another hearing. 


Recommendations one and two would allow the public to 
be involved in the decision-making process at the initial 
planning stage of a project concerning pesticides, as these 
programs account for the largest portien of pesticide use. As 
was mentioned earlier in this report only the spray programs 
of the Ministry of Natural Resources will be coming under 
this acte 


20% 


Recommendations three and four would greatly facilitate 
public participation and allow interested persons adequate 
time to make a well prepared submission. 


Recommendation five would insure that the system of 
checks and balances set up by this review procedure could 
not be overruled by political expediency. 


The following recommendations deal with the Pesticides 
Act, as it has potential for public participation via the 
Pesticides Advisory Committee, 


6. That all sprayed areas, operational and experimental be 
posted with officially authorized signs showing date and 
chemical used. 


7. That a formal channel be created similar to the Environ- 
mental Assessment Act whereby the public could make a 
submission to the Pesticides Advisory Committee concerning 
a specific pesticide er The Pesticides Act. A section 
in additien to the Pesticides Act could effectively 
institute a public review peried of not less than 90 
days when an annual application is made to use a pest- 
icide in the restricted class." 


8, That all of the agricultural secter be brought under 
the licence and permit requirements of the Pesticides 
Act» 


Recommendation six should be part of the general 
prohibitory section of the Pesticides Act as a matter of 
safe practice. It relates to public participation in the 
decision-making process from the point ef view of enabling 
the people whe live in or near these sprayed areas to see 
first hand how much or how little of their area is involved 
in a spray progrem and hence allow people to decide whether 
public participation is warranted in their area. 


Recommendation seven is self explanatory. A letter from 
the Deputy Minister regarding public participatien and 
the Pesticides Advisory Committee is queted earlier in this 
report stating "there is no formal channel ..... but in 
theory there is ne reason why the Pesticide Advisory Committee 
would refuse such a request..." This recommendation would 
insure possible public participation, 


Recommendation eight would mean that a large greup of 
pesticide users would come under the Pesticides Act. The 
advantage of this would be in the regulatory aspect ef the 
act from the point of view of record keeping and mandatery 
applicator education. With respect to public participatien 
in the decision-making process this would mean that there 
would be more consistent detailed records available which would 
provide valuable information for preparing submissions and 
assessing environmental impact. 


ome 


Local Recommendations =~ Public Awareness 
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Join a concerned citizens group or an environmental 
group. Why? 

ae) your concerns are not isolated but can be focused 
as a group of individuals. This will increase public 
awareness, 

b.) it is easier to collect information and co-ordinate 
it in one place. 

c.) as a group, it is easier to organize public inform- 
ation meetings at which you can express your concerns, 
stimulate discussion, etc, 

d.) it is easier to organize demonstrations and other 
public displays of solidarity. This type of action is 
effective in bringing about public attention to your 
concerns. Den't shun it merely because yeu think it 
labels you as "radical", 

e.) it is comforting for some people to know that they 
are net "alarmists" and that people from all walks of 
life share their concern for human health and the 
envirenment. 


If your next door neighbour (farmer, gardener) is using 
a pesticide that you feel is bad for human health or the 
environment, tell him se, In most cases he has a legal 
right to use the chemical, but expressing your concerns 
to him (or her) in an epen and honest manner will at 
least let him see anether view point. Who knows? They 
may think twice about using the pesticide next time, 

If your neighbour is using a pesticide in conditions 
that are causing the chemical to drift onto your prop- 
erty, tell him so. This is semething he is not legally 
allowed to do, 


Tell the government agencies or utilities that are carry- 
ing out spraying programs in your area how you feel about 
the pesticides they are using in particular and express 
your concern on the use of any pesticides at all, Letters 
and phone calls expressing your concern are beth effect- 
ive and educatienal. They show another viewpoint, 

Alse, inform any agencies spraying rights of-ways 
(hydro, telephone) that you don't want any spraying done 
on rights-of-way bordering your land. Notify in advance, 
when possible, and in most cases where there are ¢o-oper- 
ative agencies, the sprayers will be shut off on your 
land borders.. Posting "No Spraying" signs on the borders 
of your land is a good idea, 


Write letters to your local MPP and MP expressing your 
concerns on the use of pesticides. Letters and phone calls 
to the various provincial and federal ministers responsible 
for pesticide legislation and individual spraying programs 
are also a good way to show your concern. 
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Enforcement of The Pesticides Act - A Ferm of Public Participatien 


As the section heading suggests, enforcement ef the 
Pesticides Act can be a form of public participation in the 
decision-making precess from the point of view that a 
working knewledge of The Pesticides Act would enable mem- 
bers of the public to spet violations of this Act. This 
has an effect on the decision-making process in that a 
history of repeated violations by an applicant, would in 
gome cases determine if further licensing is granted. 


The fellowing is a list of steps to take if you witness 
er suspect a vielatien ef The Pesticides Act. 


1. We strongly urge interested peeple to acquire a working 
knowledge of environmental legislation particularly 
The Pesticides Act, 1973. 


2. if you are unsure whether a particular incident contra~ 
venes The Pesticides Act inquire at the regional or 
district offices ef the Ministry of the Envirenment, 
if you feel further inquiry is merited regarding 
interpretation of the Act, contact the Legal Services 
Branch ef the Ministry of the Environment in Teronto,. 
When you inquire be specific about the suspected 
incident so that accurate advice may be given, 


3. If you are reasonably certain an incident is in vio- 
lation ef The Pesticides Act ask the effender to stop, 
mentioning your reasons for doing so. 


kh. At this point it may be prudent to make accurate dec- 
umentation of the incident, if pessible, e witness may 
be useful; eventually prosecution in the form of a civil 
action may be taken in which case such evidence would 
be very useful. 


5S. With respect to documentation of the incident, in your 
own handwriting, a report should be written giving the 
date, time, location, wind and weather conditions, 
name of people or agency involved, the nature of the 
violetion and your actions, 


6. A call should be made to the district or regional office 
of the Ministry of the Environment as seon as possible, 
reporting the incident. This is important as time is a 
factor in determining existence of pesticide residues. 


Yo if you feel the response of the district office was 
unsatisfactory, contact the provincial office in Teronto. 
If you are still not satisfied you sheuld contact the 
Minister of the Environment; you may also want to seek 
the advice of a lawyer as you do have a right to bring 
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private prosecution to enforce the laws of Ontario. It is 
because of this possibility that as much evidence as possible 
is desirable, To inquire about legal services with respect 
to environmental concerns we suggest you contact the 

Canadian Environmental Law Association, Toronto, 


Anecdotes of Personal Experiences with Pesticide Programs 


Settling it on your own - The story of Mr, X 


Another direct way of dealing with situations that 
involve the mis-use of pesticides is to take the situation 
firmly in hand by yourself. 


A man in this area did just that this summer. I1t was 

a very windy day and the lecal electrical utility was 

spraying the herbicide Terdon 101 on a right-of-way directly 

opposite Mr. X's land. His house and epen hay shed were 
close to the road, and the strong wind blew the spray across 
the road and en te Mr. X's preperty. Mr. X claimed that 

his hay was contaminated and unfit te feed his animals the 

fellewing winter. This is what he did: 

1. he immediately asked the spray crew to stop spraying 
across frem his property, which they did, (they moved 
down the road and continued). 

2. Next, Mr. X called the nearest Ministry ef the Environ- 
ment office. They responded by coming te his property 
and taking hay and soil sample fer testing. 

3. Mr. X then went te the regional office of the electrical 
utility and teld them exactly what happened, and 
demanded compensation fer his contaminated hay. 

lh. After one er two meetings with utility officials and a 
six month wait, Mr. X was awarded a cash settlement from 
the utility. 


Cbservation of the Decision-Making - An Experience Shared 


Through this Royal Commissien en the Northern Enviren- 
ment project, TEAC had the opportunity to observe the 
decision-making process carried out by the Ontarie Ministry 
of Natural Resources in their 1980 spruce budworm spraying 
program in Northeastern Ontarie. 


To date we have ebserved three meetings of the 1980 
Spruce Budworm Committee. This committee includes unit and 
district foresters, provincial pest control officers and 
Canadian Forestry Service representatives who meet during 
the winter to plan the Northeastern Ontarie Spruce Budworm 
control program, 
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From the beginning of the meetings it was apparent that 
the decision on the methed ef contrel had been made = aerial 
spraying of chemicals. The decisions being made at these meet- 
ings were what chemicals, how much and where fer beth 
experimental and commercial eperations, as well as planning 
the legistics ef the spray program. Therefore, our pesition 
at the meetings was net to help decide on a control methed, 
(which had already been decided on and was one we couldn't 
endorse), but simply to state our position on the spraying 
program and, through the Reyal Commission on the Nerthern 
Environment project, observe the workings ef the committee, 


At the first budworm committee meeting we submitted a 
brief outlining our position eppesing the use of Matacil 
(aminecarb) in particular and aerial spraying in general. 
The brief also contained pessible alternatives to the bud-~ 
worm spraying program, Because aerial spraying was the 
chosen method ef control, all we could do at this point was 
to insist that less spraying be done this year and that as 
much consideration as pessible be given to improved silvi- 
cultural methods and bielegical alternatives such as BoTe 
(bacillus thurengiensis), which seems to be safer than nerve 
poisons such as Matacil. 


At this time the Ministry of Natural Resources issued 
a new policy entitled "Selection Criteria for Protection 
Spraying Against Spruce Budworm", which sets constraints 
on spray programs, such as requiring that constructien of 
access roads must be initiated within one year and completed 
within three years of the start of spraying and that spraying 
may be conducted on commercially operable forests for a 
maximum ef three years. 


After three of these meetings it is evident that our 
impact as a concerned citizens group had clearly reached its 
limit. Our position remained unchanged, and we had repeatedly 
expressed our concern for long-term environmental quality 
over short-term economic quantity. 


We are grateful to the Ministry of Natural Resources for 
the chance to observe the budworm committee and state our 
position concerning aerial spraying. 
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Part Il: Pesticide Use In Northern Ontario 


In order to gather data on the pesticides most widely 
used in northern Ontario, we sent a questionnaire to the 
six organizations that carried out any kind of pesticide 
programs in 1979 (see part 2, "General Pesticide Information" 
of attachment 1 at the ond of Pt.1 of this report). 


The answers we received are enclosed as attachments - 
listed as follows: 
Attachment 9.) Ministry of Natural Resources 

“4 10.) Ministry of Transportation & Communications 
) Northern Telephone 
" 12.) Ministry of Agriculture & Food 
) Ontarie Hydre 


Ontario Nerthland sent no data on pesticide use (see 
Attachment 6 in Pt. I of this report). The total agricultural 
use of pesticides (herbicides and insecticides) in Temiskaming 
is quite significant, however, we had neither the time nor 
the manpower to gather data on the pesticide use of individual 
farmers. 


Chapter 1 - Specific Pesticide Information 


It is evident from the chart that the most widely (table 1) 
used pesticides in Temiskaming in 1979 were the carbamate 
insecticides Matacil and Sevin and the phenoxy herbicide 2, D. 
We have included a small amount of information on each of 
these three pesticides cendensed from the massive amount of 
research available, and particular attention was given to 
environmental and human health effects. Fer more information 
consult the bibliegraphy in the back of this booklet, 


The Carbamates - Formulation of Matacil 1.8D in percentage 
by weight is aminocarb 19.4%, diluent 585 (011) 29.4% and 
nonyl phenol (a solvent) 50.2%. 


Sevin is registered federally as a commercial pesticide, 
and can be used in Ontario on crops, orchards, and forest 
soil insects. Matacil, however, is in a "restricted" 
category and is registered in Canada for forestry use only. 
This is mainly due to its extreme toxicity to humans, 


Matacil (amineocarb) and Sevin (carbaryl) are both 
carbamate insecticides. The way carbamates work is that 
they inhibit acetylcholinesterase, an enzyme that controls 
nerve impulses in the bodies of most animals, man included, 
When acetylcholinesterase is inactivated by a lethal dose 
ef Matacil or Sevin, nerve impulses are eut of control, and 
spasms, paralysis and eventual death occur in the target 
organism, 
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Toxicity - The accepted method of recording the relative 
toxicity of a pesticide is Lethal Dose 50% (LD 50). This 

is a statistical estimate of a chemical dose which, when 
administered, will kill 50% of the test animals under 

stated conditions. The figures which designate the LD 50 values 
are expressed in milligrams of dose per kilogram of body 

weight of the test animal (mg./kg.). The acute oral LD 50 
means a single oral dose given. Dermal LD 50 denotes 
absorptien through the skin. The higher the value given for 

LD 50 the less toxic the material. 


The LD 50 values are one of the criteria used by the 


federal government to classify pesticides into the Domestic, 
Commercial or Restricted categories. 


Toxicity of Carbamates to Mammals * 
Acute Oral LD 50 Dermal LD 50 Lethal Human Dose 


Sevin 400-900 mg/kg >4.000 mg/kg 1 tsp-1 ounce 
Matacil 21 mg/kg no data 1 taste-1 tsp. 
Strychnine 20 mg/kg 1 taste-1 tsp. 
(for com- 

parison) 


Persistence and Breakdown Products 


Both Sevin and Matacil break down in plants, soil, and 
water. Matacil, in the acidic water and foliage of northern 
forests, takes up to 30 days to completely break down in 
the soil.’ However, Matacil breaks down photolytically 
(in sunlight) and metabolically (in plants and soil matter) 
into many derivatives, some of which are still carbamates 
and up to five times as toxic as the parent chemical.'® 


At the present time, persistence studies of Matacil 
(aminocarb) do not include the study of these breakdown 
products. 


Long-Term Research 


Matacil has been registered for use on the basis of 
short-term toxicological studies and environmental effects. 
There seems to have been very little research done on chronic, 
long-term effects of Matacil concerning: 

- neurological damage 
- cancer 

- birth defects 

- chromosome damage 

- viral enhancement 


366 


We have requested these types of long-term studies on 
Matacil from both the manufacturer of Matacil in Canada, 
Chemagro, and Agriculture Canada. To date we have not 
received them, Unfortunately, stringent testing in this 
respect is not required for initial registration of a 
pesticide. 


The carbamate Sevin, however, has undergone some long- 
term testing. In a study by Proctor and Casida, it was 
shown that methyl carbamate concentratiens as lew as .6 
to 2.0 ppm caused a severity of teratogenic (birth defects) 
gigns in chicken embryos.’ Carbaryl is also teratogenic in 


high doses to guinea pigs, and in low doses to dogs'and mice.’ 


Viral Enhancement and Reyes Syndrome 


Reyes Syndrome is just one of the rare diseases that 
is thought to be due to the interaction of viruses (such as 
influenza B) and certain environmental toxins. Research by 
Drs. Crocker and Rozee at Dalhousie have indicated the 
solvents and emulsifiers in insecticide sprays cause enhance-~ 
ment of viruses in young mice. The result was a high death 
rate among the mice, preceded by symptoms identical to those 
of Reyes Syndrome in humans. Fourteen children have so far 
died of Reyes Syndrome in heavily sprayed New Brunswick, 
and the usually rare disease has also occurred in high numbers 
in Quebec, another province with an extensive aerial spraying 
program. Both Matacil and particularly nonyl phenol, an 
inert solvent that makes up 50% of the Matacil formula, have 
been tested at Dalhousie and shown to cause enhancement of 
viruses.’ 


Carbamates and Non-Target Organisms 


Like all carbamate insecticides beth Matacil and Sevin 
are extremely toxic to all hymenoptera (bees, wasps, etc.). 
Matacil and Sevin are so toxic to honeybees that 1.16 micro- 
grams (less than one-millionth of an ounce) kills 50% of 
all honey bee workers, and 3 micrograms kills virtually all 
of them." When carbaryl (Sevin) was fed to bees in sub-lethal 
doses it was found that the bees incorporated the carbamate 
into the honey. It was still detectable in the honey 64 
days later.” In OMAF publication #296 it states that "when 
planning to apply a pesticide advise nearby beekeepers so 
they have an opportunity to move colonies out of the danger 
area. 


Another unfortunate fact is that the spraying of 
Matacil kills many wasps and spiders that are natural 
predators of the spruce budworm,. 
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Matacil spraying in New Brunswick in 1977 and 1978 
killed 70% of spiders and 50% of ichneumonid wasps, both of 
which are budworm egg predators.'* 


Fish 


A study done by Zitke and Mcleese and Sergeant of 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada proved the solvent nonyl phenol 
(50% of the Matacil formula) to be very toxic to young 
salmon. Since trout are of the salmon family, this could 
have serious implications on fish adjacent to these sprayed 
areas. And even though Matacil is net sprayed within 1200 
feet of bodies of water, the fact of aerial drift along with 
the lack of study on the persistence of nonyl phenol in the 
environment make toxicity to fish in the area a very real 
concern. The study concludes that "since nonyl phenol is 
supposedly an inert ingredient, its presence is an unnecess- 
arily increased hazard to the freshwater and marine environ~ 
mentse A substitute for nonyl phenol should be found,"4°. 


2 ,y=D - What is it? 


The herbicide 2,-D is ene of the chlorinated phenoxy 
compounds develeped at the U.S. Centre for Chemical and 
Biological Warfare at Fort Dietrich, Maryland, during World 
War II. The three most commonly used members ef this 
herbicide group are 2,li<D, 2,4,5-T, and 2,4,5-TP. However, 
2,4,5=f and 2,4,5-TP (Fenoprop) were temporarily banned 
in Ontario in 1979 due to studies conducted in Oregon which 
connected aerial spraying of those substances to miscarriages 
of several women. 


2,4-D (and all phenoxies), imitate auxin, a plant 
hormene, when applied to broadleaf plants. Normal growth 
ceases within hours. Young leaves stop expanding, the roots 
are no longer able to absorb water, and photosynthesis is 
inhibited. Phenoxy herbicides disrupt the normal function 
of the plant cell nucleus and promote uncontrolled expansion 
and division of cells. 


Toxicity 


oral LD 50 dermal LD50 lethal human dose 

2e4=D 300700 “oie 800-1500 DoS ee detisus 

The LDSO of 2,4-D is quite high. Fer this reason it 
is used quite extensively on food crops, and until recently 
was thought to be relatively harmless to humans, In the 
last few years, much conclusive, long-term research has come 
to light showing that 2,4-D is not quite the safe pesticide 
it was thought to be. 
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is 2,4=-D a Carcinogen? 


in a review that includes every U.S. study done on 
the carcinogenicity of 2,4-D in mammals, Dr. Melvin Reuber 
of the National Cancer Institute concludes that "2,l<D is 
carcinogenic in male and female rats and probably also in 
mice." He goes on to say that "Virtually every chemical 
which has been found to be carcinogenic in humans is also 
Known to be carcinogenic in one or more other mammalian 
test animals. We strongly feel that a finding of carcin- 
genicity in one mammalian species is therefore relevent to 
all mammals, including humans, even though direct evidence 
of danger to humans may net be available,."4l. 


From these and other studies, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency's Cancer Assessment Group found "pesitive 
evidence that 2,4=D is carcinogenic, "4: 


2,4=-D and Birth Defects 


The potential of 2,4=D to cause birth defects first 
came to light in 1969. At that time the Mrak report was 
released, a {-year study commissioned by the United States 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare. The study 
included the test results of the Bienetics Laboratories 
research into the effects of 2,lh-D on mice and the tests 
clearly indicated that 2,4=-D was teratogenic (caused birth 
defects) in the lab animals. Out of this research the 
Commissions' Panel en Teratogenicity recommended that the 
butyl, isopropyl and isoectyl esters of 2,l\-D be “immediately 
restricted to prevent risk of human exposure,."@- 


Soon after, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration, 24. 
the U.S National Institute of Environmental Health Science, 
the Canadian toed and Drug Directorate and Dow Chemical 
Company*produced test results on 2,l-D, All of these 
published findings showed that 2,4-D, its various formulations, 
and one breakdown product produced teratogenic effects in 
mice and hamsters, 


Critics have sometimes said that such teratogenic research 
on mice and rats has no relationship to human beings. Of 
this, Dr. Theodor Sterling of Simon Fraser University states 
"the mouse is one species that heralds teratogenic effects 
in man." This was certainly true in the case of the powerful 
teratogen Thalidamide, of which Dr. Samuel Epstein reminds 
us, “humans are 60 times more sensitive to Thalidamide than 
mice, 100 times more sensitive than rats, 200 times mere 
sensitive than dogs and 700 times more sensitive than 
hamsters, "*® 


For years, 2,l=-D has not received the detailed scrutiny 
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it deserves. This is partially due to the fact that it 
has been overshadowed by public concern over 2,\,5=T, 
which contains the dangerous contaminant TCDD or dioxin 
(2,4-D does not contain TCDD). Also, due to the fact 

that 2,l4,5-T has been temporarily banned in Ontario, 

there are powerful economic pressures to keep restrictions 
from being placed on 2,l\=D, which so many agencies and 
individuals now solely rely on for weed and brush control, 


2,4-D and other phenoxy herbicides are currently 
undergoing re-evaluation by Agriculture Canada. 


Chapter e - Pesticide Drift 


The drift of aerially applied pesticides is a fact 
recognized by scientists and concerned citizens alike. 
We have been assured by MNR that off target drift is 
hardly ever more than 10%. However, in NRCC report #16073, 
Preceedings eof a symposium on Fenitrethion, Dr, Armstrong 
states that in normal spraying operations appreximately 
50% of the spray is deposited on the target, depending on 
the dispersal system used and the degree of atomization, 
Of that data that Dr. Armstrong has compiled in this same 
report, he says "the data indicate that under most conditions 
a deposit of 50% of the emitted spray is a good spray,"4?. 
The attached table from studies on the aerial application 
of acephate (Armstrong and Nigam 1975) shows the variations 
in percentage of spray deposited that can be found in a 
well controlled experimental aerial spray (Table 2). An 
average of the percentage of spray deposited in all of 
these spray. blocks is 35%. 


The data in Table 3 is again the records of deposits 
across spray blecks,. The variations there are from 3,1 


~ 237%. 


The great variations found in both of these tables 
indicate an alarming lack of precision due to meteorological 
conditionse 


One may well wonder what happens to the other 50% of 
the spray. In this same report, Dr. Armstrong states that 
"at the extreme limit are the small droplets tc - 10x) 
which will remain airborn for hours." And in speaking to 
a 1973 Pesticides Accountancy Workshop, Dr. Armstrong said 
that in setting out spray cards and observing the droplets 
coming down, he found spray droplets coming down more than 
30 minutes after the passage of spray aircraft flying at 
150 ft. and that the mass median diameter of these droplets 
was 70 ~- 80 microns, He also said that in this case only 
SO = 60% of the spray reached the ground. At this same 
meeting Dr. Jod. Fettes said that research he had done showed 
that what was deposited on spray cards on the eround was 
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Table 2. Variations in spray deposits on spray blocks (from Armstrong and 
Nigam 1975). 
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Tota] Actual Percentage Position 
emitted deposit spray of sample 
Plot (kg/na) (kg/ha) deposited card 
A Cel eis 70.3 good 
B 0.42 Osi Long s 
D 0.63 Oigeo 41.0 : 
E 0.21 0.21 100 4 
F 0.42 0.23 75.0 : 
G 0.63 0.41 66.2 . 
H OF Oe poh restricted 
clearing 
J 0.42 0.05 oa " 
K 0.63 OLT9 30.6 good 
42 0.63 O03. Ape) restricted 
clearing 
126 0.63 0.02 5.0 
101 0.42 0.01 4.2 = 
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Percent volume 
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] 38 25:5 
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4 0.98 | 21.0 
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6 0.24 5.1 
7 0.46 ro 
8 0.14 3a) 
) 0.2] ee 
10 0.65 14.0 
EmisSton rate - 9,35 ]/ha 
1 1h Os 118.0 
2 5254 59.4 
3 4.46 47.8 
4 6551 O79 
5 LO. 82 116.0 
6 3.26 | 34.9 
7 2.05 ales 
8 rol T7CLU 
9 3,193 42.0 
10 4,79 eg be 
iy) 4,79 Sie 
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“ Raw data from Spray trials at Petawawa Forest Experiment Station. 
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approximately what was found on spray cards on the tops 
of trees. And therefore, he said "if 60% of the emitted 
material fell to the ground that is about all that fell 
in the forest," 2: 


So this great percentage which does not land in the 
trees or on the greund can, in the case of Elliet township 
Matacil spraying, travel to the campsites at Esker Prov- 
incisl Park in $ hour in a light breeze of 8 mph; and in 
a 10 - 12 mph breeze these particles still suspended in the 
air after an hour could land in the populated settlements 
near Kirkland Lake. 


Coupled with the lack of research into the chronic 
lew-dose exposure to pesticides such as Matacil, the risk 
of human exposure to the drift of aerial or ground applied 
pesticides is ene of the most disturbing facts ef pesticide 
use. Tests at Dalhouse University indicating a lethal 
interaction of nenyl phenol (a solvent in Matacil) and Matacil with 
common viruses are sufficient reason to rule out the aerial | 
application of Matacil as an intelligent solution. Priority 
should be given to improved forest management methods and 
if spraying is absolutely necessary, alternatives such as 
B.T. (thuricide) be used. Studies have been conducted 
and it does net show any viral enhancing activity." 


Ghapter - Synergism 


Synergetic,synergic is defined in the dictionary as 
"working together", with respect to chemicals in the environ- 
ment, this is exactly what happens = they work together, 

This working together of chemicals often results in new 
chemicals being formed or one chemical potentiating the 
effects ef another, The term potentiation refers to the 
phenomena observed when a compound, although having ne direct 
texic effect per se at the dosage employed, is able to 
substantially enhance the observed toxicity of another 
substance with which it is combined. " 


The following are excerpts frem studies and articles we 
collected in our literature search on the subjecte A 
complete reference to these articles may be found at the 
end of this booklets 


"This discovery (interaction of Malathion with other 
organic phosphate pesticides) led to the testing of other 
combinations. It is now known that many pairs of organic 
phosphate insecticides (ie. malathion, parathion) are highly 
dangerous, the toxicity being stepped up or potentiated 
through combined action, Potentiation seems to take place 
when one compound destroys the liver enzyme responsible for 
detoxifying the other. The two need not be given simultaneously, 
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The hazard exists not only for the man who may spray this 
week with one insecticide and next week another; it exists 
also for the consumer of sprayed products. The common 
salad bowl may easily present a combination of organic 
phosphate insecticides. Residues well within the legally 
permissable limits may interact,"*Rachel Carson also discusses 
findings that indicate that one of the plasticizing agents 
may interact even more strongly than another insecticide 
to make malathion more dangerous. In 1962 Rachel Carson 
writes "A bare beginning has been made on this subject, 
but already it is knewn that some organic phosphates 
(parathion and malathion) increase the toxicity of seme 
drugs used as muscle relaxants and that several others 
(again including malathion) markedly increase the sleeping 
time of barbituates."**: 


Since that time more work has been done on the subject 
ef synergism. One of the combinations being studied is 
insecticide interactions with viruses. The following is 
from an article published in 1974. "Cases of non-specific 
encephalopathy and fatty visceral changes (Reye's syndrome ) 
in children living in the vicinity of forest spraying oper- 
ations stimulated this work in mice. Two day old mice were 
ade topically, for 11 days, dicophane (D.D.T), fenitrothion 

an organophosphate), fenitrothion pluss D.D.T., or corn 
oil (contrel). After a further 2 days a sublethal dose of 
encephalomyecarditis virus was injected subcutaneously in 
known titre. Mertality-rates in the 10 day period after 
virus injection were 6 - 17% in D.D.T groups, | - 9% in 
fenitrothion greups, 33 = 60% when both insecticides were 
used, and 0% in corn=eil controls. Fatty changes were 
noted in liver and kidney in the insecticide/virus groups. 
The encephalepathy showed ne specific central-nervous 
system lesion, but death follewed a sequence of paralysis 
and convulsions. The possible rele of exposure to combinatiens 
of insecticides in human viral susceptibility requires 
further attention." >*: 


This article also from 197 discussed the synergism of 
a foed additive (nitrites) and a pesticide (carbaryl). 
"we have found that the combination of a food additive, sedium 
nitrite, with a commonly used pesticide, carbaryl, results 
in the formatien in acid solution of a new mutagen of con- 
siderable petency, nitrosocarbaryl. A study of the reactions 
leading to formation of mutagens and carcinogens from several 
types of pesticides and herbicides is reperted elsewhere." A 
description of the experiment follows and they conclude 
"Nitrosocarbaryl is also a possible hazard to man, since its 
precursors carbaryl and nitrite are both common environmental 
constituents which are consumed (carbaryl as a crop residue 
and nitrite as a food additive), and the stomach provides the 
acidic conditions for its formation. This interaction is 
likely to be biologically significant because Nenitroso com- 
pounds are known to act systemically and to be most effective 
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as carcinogens when administered in small doses over long 
periods of time, No animal species have yet been found to 

be resistant to the biological effects of n-nitroso compounds, 
and on the basis ef the known carcinogenicity and mutagenicity 
of its close structural analogue NMUr, nitrosecarbaryl is 
likely to be a carcinogen as well as a mutagen."* 


As well as the potential hazard to human health resulting 
from the synergism ef environmental contaminants; research 
is being done on its effects on other species. The follewing 
is a summary of an articlelpublished in 1975.-- 


"Coexposure of rainbow trout to a nonlethal concentratien 
ef carbaryl (Sevin) significantly increased the acute toxicity 
of 2,4=-D n-butyl ester, dieldrin, rotenone and pentachloro- 
phenol. Arecoline, a direct acting cholinergic agent, was 
also capable of enhancing the toxicity ef the compounds tested. 


More recent research (1977) indicates that attention 
must be paid to the solvents and emulsifiers as well as the 
active ingredients in pesticides with respect to their 
synergistic potential. "Widespread exposure of humans to 
various chemicals and emulsifiers is a fact of modern life. 
The possible result of such expesure has been the subject of 
much speculation, Other investigators have noted the effect 
of certain chemicals on virus infectivity, and it is becoming 
increasingly suspect that in some diseases of multiple 
etiology an environmental factor apart from virus infection 
must play a part. In light of recent investigations, one 
groups of chemicals in our environment that warrants further 
investigation should be the ubiquitous emulsifiers." 38. 


The possibilities of synergism are a definite concern 
to people in northerly climates as the acidic soils and cold 
water are ideal conditions for the persistence of these 
chemicals.” As pointed out earlier in this report several 
different chemical sprays (including those mentioned in the 
studies quoted above) are used in spray programs in this 
area as well as those used on private land and gardens, 

Our search of the information on synergism leads us to feel 
that more research on this subject is definitely required 
and that this information must be taken into account in 

the decision-making process. 
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Chapter mn - Recommendations 


Concerning Matacil 


1. An immediate ban should be placed on Matacil in Ontario 
until research being carried out at Dalhousie University 
proves conclusively that Matacil and its solvents, 
diluents or dyes is not related to Reyes Syndrome or 
any other disease resulting from the interaction of 
viruses and environmental toxins. 


2. Matacil (aminocarb) should not even be registered for 
use in Canada until sufficient independently performed 
publicly published tests are done. These would include: 
- long term, (2 year) animal studies for any effects 
such as teratogenicity, carcinogenicty, mutagenicity 
and especially nervous disorders. 

~ Ames test for mutagenicity in bacteria, and then 
repeated in liver cell culture. 

- synergistic effects with other pesticides, especially 
the widely used herbicide 2,l=D. 


3. Matacil should not be registered until all of its 
breakdown products have been studied as intensively 
as ought to be required of the parent compound. This 
would include half-life studies of each breakdown 
product, as well as short and long-term studies. 


Concerning 2 2D 


1. TEAC recommends that an immediate ban be placed on the 
non-agricultural use of 2,))-D accompanied with an 
enforced "scaling down" of 2,)~D use in agriculture, 
culminating in a total ban on 2,l4=D. As is evident from 
this report, there is ample evidence showing "the 
demonstrable carcinogenic and teratogenic effects of 
2,4-D. : 


2, Until this ban takes place, we would recommend that 

the agencies and individuals who use 2,l\=-D examine and 

give serious consideration to alternatives to chemical weed 

and brush control. This would involve: 

- seeing that there is a real need to spray (fe. is the 
brush really threatening rights-of-way, or is spraying 
being done only out of habit or for cosmetic reasons). 

~ if there is a need for weed and brush control, priority 
should then be placed on alternatives to chemical 
control such as hand trimming and mowing, or the 
planting of species of small trees and shrubs that 
inhibit the growth of unwanted weeds. These alternatives 
are more labour intensive than chemical control. 


6. 


- another way to cut down on pesticide use would Res 
for two agencies (ie.MTC and Hydro) to "double up” 
on the spraying of rights-of-ways where possible. 


3. We recommend that more testing be done on the persistence 
of 2,h=D in plant, soil and water of the colder northern 
climates such as northern Ontario, 


4. Signs should be posted to warn would-be berry pickers 
what, when and where spraying has taken place, Many 
edible berries such as raspberries and strawberries 
grow in abundance along rights-of-way and similarly 
blueberries en crown land. 


concerning All Pesticides 


1. Long-term testing, including independant,publicly 
a one studies on; 
~ carcinogenicity (cancer) 
- teratogenicity (birth defects) 
- mutagenicity (genetic mutation) 
- viral enhancement 
- synergistic potential 
should be a mandatory part of the initial registratien 
process of any pesticide. 


2. All inert or active ingredients, including emulsifiers, 
solvents, diluents or dyes should be listed on the 
pesticide label and should also be required to individ- 
ually undergo a stringent registration process similar 
to the active pesticide, 


3. All research used to register and re-evaluate a pesticide 
should be made available to the public. After all, 
if a product can't withstand public scrutiny, it shouldn't 
be registered. 


4. Before a pesticide is used in an area, there should be 
independant, pubdlicly-published studies done on the 
synergistic effects of that pesticide with any other 
environmental contaminent being used in the area, 


U7. 
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A. Herbicides 


The only herbicide which the Ministry is Planning to apply operationally by air 


in 1980-in Northern Ontario is 2,4-D. A limited amount of Simazine may be 
“applied from the ground either broadcast on spot application to control grass, 
Principally on old farmland which is being plaitved to ttrees. “SiTlvisar 550 will 


be used for stand improvement by JNpCCtangeal Tinie: andi vad all eae tines = 
Insecticides 


Any insecticide registered with Agriculture Canada under the Pest Control 
> ps ye ¥ ee : - 3 ; 
Products Act for control of spruce budworm May be considered for use in 


Northern Ontario. A listing of these materials, and the regulations and restric- 
tions governing their use, are contained in Trade Memoranda issued periodically 
by the Plant Products and Quarantine Division, Agriculture Canada. ‘They are also 


summarized in "A Compendium on Pesticides Registered for Use in Canada. Against 
Pests of Forests, Trees and Shrubs", Report CC-xX-19, Chemical Control Research 
Institute, Environment Canada, 1976. (Forest Pest Management Institute Library, 
mault Sites Marie). 


MNR's selection of a material is dependent upon its efficacy against the budworm, 
its availability and cost in relation to other materials, and its environmental 
acceptability under conditions of the individual program. ‘Thus the Operational 
material may change from year to year. Some registered chemicals, SUC hee CST EN aE 
thion, have been withdrawn from yse in Ontario until questidns regarding public 
health or environmental hazard have been answered Salted Siva LO lala. 


In addition to chemical insecticides, MNR utilizes, and encourages further 
research on alternative techniques, including synthetic pyrethroids, biological 
insecticides (bacterial, fungal, viral), growth regulators, and pheromones. 


B. burchases of 2,4-D herbicide are made each year on a district or regional basis. 
The regulations governing purchases of different dollar values are covered in 
MNR Procedure Directive SE.3.00.05. Most 2,4-D purchases are large enough to 
reyuire that tenders be sent out. ‘The companies invited to tender are drawn 
from those listed in the "Compendium of Pest Control Products Registered in Canada" 
(Agriculture Canada Publication 1054RkP/76) as having the appropriate product as 
well aS companies known to be distributors of 2,4-D for principal registrants. 
The successful supplier and brand name varies from year to year and even from 
distiteteto. adistarets 


The source of Supply of an insecticide depends upon whether the product is 
available through formultators or only the primary manufacturer. Insecticides 
available through different distributors are purchased by public tender; those 
with a restricted availability are acquired directly from the manufacturer. 
For example: aminocarlb Matacil — Chemagro Ltd., Mississauga, Ontario 
ales > DUM AOU = SevNncloxz JONG ogy SicVey ere oye Ce ope nule 


- Dipel ~ Abbot Laboratories Ltd., Montreal, Quebec 


- Novobac - Cyanamid of Canada, Streetsville, Ontario 


Db. 
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MNR does not have any multi-year contracts for the purchase of insecticides or 


herbicides. 


The history of insecticide spraying in Northern Ontario is publicly recorded in 
the following publications (these are all available for review in the library of 
Great Lakes Forest Research Centre, Sault Ste. Marie, and some are available in 


public Mibraryres) . 


Prebble, M.L. editor. 1975. "Aerial Control of Forest Insects in Canada" 
Information Canada, Ottawa, Cat. No. 70 23/19/1975. 


"Report of the Annual Forest Pest Control Forum". Printed annually by 
Canadian Forestry Service, Ottawa. 


“The Spruce Budworm Situation in Ontario" Published annually since 1970 
as an Information Report of the Great Lakes Forest Research Centre, 
Sault Ste. Marie. : 


"Spruce Budworm Aerial Spraying Operations in Ontario". Published in 
conjunction with the Annual Reports of the Forest Insect and Disease 
Survey for the years prior to 1970. 


As well, detailed information on use by MNR District is contained in the enclosed 
"Pesticide Use - Ministry of Natural Resources - 1978". 


Reports on environmental impact studies conducted throughout the years are 
contained in several publications of the Forest Pest Management Institute and 
in the Reports of the Annual Forest Pest Control Forum. 


Detailed information on District use of herbicides is contained in the above- 
noted report, compiled in 1978. Information on herbicide use prior to 1978 may 
be found in the Annual Reports of the Ministry of Natural Resources (Department 
of Lands and Forests). The relevant categories are clearing, brush control, 
girdling, killing and poisoning although the acreages listed in most cases 
represent mechnical as well as chemical treatments. 


2,4-D and, to a much lesser extent, 2,4,5-I’ are the only herbicides which have 
been used operationally to control brush for site preparation and conifer release. 
Simazine has been used to control grass. Silvisar has been used in frills to 

kill individual cull trees. , | 


This information has not been compiled as such. It could only be obtained by 
going through individual project records in each district. 


See 2D3. 2,4-D and 2,4-D + 2,4,5-T mixtures have been applied at 1-3 1b total 
a.e. per acre. Simazine has been applied at 4-8 lb a.i. per sprayed acre (in 
many cases Simazine is applied as a spot application so that the rate per gross 
acre is much less). Silvisar rates per acre are not meaningful due to the 
selective method of application. 


(6) 


(7) 


(9) 


(10) 
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See 2 Dr. 


See 2D1. No differentiation has been made in the records between fixed wing and 
helicopter application. 


See 2£D3. For aerial conifer release an average figure of $10 per acre is 
reasonably accurate. ' 
In 1979, a 2,4-D residue study was initiated. This will give information on 
residue dissipation in soil, woody plant material and berries in Northern Ontario. 
No other environmental impact studies on 2,4-D have been Carried out in Northern 
Ontario. Lxtensive environmental impact studies in other countries and our own 
experlence during 25 years of operational spraying indicate that there is no 
Significant environmental impact of our program. For ‘these reasons we do not 

see the need for further impact studies. 


The 1979 residue study is not complete so costs are not yet available. 


(1) The only herbicide to be used in MNR's Operational programs is 2,4-D while 


the list of candidate insecticides, chemical and non-chemical, available for 
spruce budworm control includes acephate, aminocarb, Bacillus thuringiensis, 
Carbaryl, dimethoate, malathion, methomyl, trichlorfon and various strains 
Ope Wawa : 


(2) The total amount of pesticides used will depend upon the total acreage to be 


treated, the severity of infestation (insecticides), the abundance of competing 
vegetation (herbicides) and, to a lesser extent, the comparative costs of ‘the 
various pesticides. 


(3) Plans for pesticide application in Northern Ontario in 1980 will not be final- 


ized for some months yet. Available estimates for herbicide application of 

all types, suggest a total of 50,000 acres may be treated next year. (Northwest 
Region - 6,000 ac., Northcentral Region - 9,000 ac., Northern Region 30,000 ac., 
and Northeastern Region - 5,000 ac.) kstimates for insecticide treatment will 
not be available until about January 1980. 


(4) Pesticides will be applied at registered rates; these rates are available from 


Agriculture Canada, Ministry of the Environment or the product label. 


(5) Methods of application regularly employed by MNR include helicopters and fixed- 


wing aircraft, farm-style ground sprayers and small back-pack Sprayers. 


(6) see Ih3. 


(7) besticide application programs beyin in late spring and continue through the 


growing season as required, until first trost Coe Zee ILL) 
B/G ae Ma Ae (ae? 


(8) Costs of pesticide application range from $3610 per acre, depending upon total 


area treated and choice of application methods and materials. 
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The major alternatives that are in Operational use or are at the field trial stage 
are: microbial insecticides (B.t. and virus), pheromones, insect growth regulators, 
protozoans, accelerated harvesting, stand conversion to less susceptible tree species, 
and hand cleaning of competing vegetation. 


The use of parasites and predators of the spruce budworm is under consideration for 
small scale field trials. 


(lt) Reyarding research effort, you should contact the lead forest research agencies, 
viz. Forest Pest Management Institute and Great Lakes Forest Research Centre at 
Sault Ste. Marie. 


(2) Pathogenic fungi have been tested in Ontario without much success. As well 
pheromones appear to have limited potential as a control technique in the 
context of the current outbreak. However no technique has been "discarded" 
and the Ministry remains ready and willing to try any technique which seems 
to have good potential as a chemical alternative. 


No, the Ministry does not have the appropriate staff or mandate to carry out this 
EVpe Of ene Search. 


Sl. 
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2. HERBICIDES AND VEGETATICN CONTROL 


De What herbicides are considered for use in the M.T.C. weed and brush 
control programs in Northern Cntario? 


Cnly herbicides approved an@ registered by the Plant Products 
Division of Agriculture Canada and ky the Ontario Ministry of 
the Environment are considered for use. 


The herbicides currently recommended for use in M.1.C. spray 
programs are as follows: 


2,4-D Amine Sodium TCA Dichlorprop 
Amino Triazole Tordon 101 Spike 
B. From which chemical companies are the various herbicides purchased? 


All chemical herbicides are purchased through Ministry Head 
Office purchasing section hy public tender. The materiale 
must meet Ministry specificaticns and tender requirements. 


2,4-D Amine 


Niagara Chemicals Shell Canada Ltd. 

PLizexy Gous Lea. Chipman Chemicals Ltée. 

Tow Chemical Vegetation Control Service 
Ciba Geigy Ltd. Bisons “Copp. Lede 


Amino Triazole 

Amchem Products Inc. Cyanimid of Canada Ltd. 
Chipman Chemicals Ltd. 

Tordon 101 


Dow Chemical 


Dichlorprop/2,4-D 


PEize wy CO. LEC Amchem Products Inc. 
Niagara Chemicals 


Sodium TCA 


Green Cross Products Dow Chemical 

Chipman Chemicals Ltd. Canadian Hoechst Ltd. 
Vegetation Control Service Niagara Chemicals 
Spike 

Elanco Products Niagara Chemicals 
Standish Brothers (ilatiquaeies| SERercl 


Vegetation Control Service 
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Does M.T.C. establish multi-year contracts with these chemical companies 
for the purchase of certain herkicides? 

which herbicides? 

what is the usual length of these contracts? 


No multi-year contracts for herbicides have been established. Supply 
contracts are placed annually based on the specific requirements 
for that! year. 


Since the M.T.C. weed and brush control program began, what herbicides 
have Leen used in Northem Ontario? 

what years were each of these herbicides used? 

what were each of them used for? 

what amount was used of each of them each Viele Ian 

how many km of right of way were sprayed with each of them each year? 
what is the rate of application of each one used each year? 

how were each of these herbicides applied each year ie. ground spraying 
from truck, helicopter, etc. 

what was the cost of each of these spray programs each year? 

were there any environmental impact studies done in any of these target 
areas following the spraying? 


All the herbicides mentioned in 2A have been used in Northern 
Cntaric. In addition, the pesticide 2,4,5-T was used prior to the 
1979 spray season. 


1) The herbicides reported have heen used annually, but not 
necessarily in every District. The use of the various materials 
is dictated by the need ie. species to be controlled, topography, 
type of equipment available. 


2) The following herbicides have been used for weed and brush 
control in Northern Cntario: 


Brush Control 


Tordon ot @ 1.5 - 2.0 gal/acre* 
Sodium TCA @ 15.0 lbs/acre 
2,4-D/2,4,5-T L.V. ester (96) @ 0.75 gal/acre 
Dichlorprop/2,4-D L.v. ester (CAG € 1.0 gal/acre 

Weed: Control 

Tordons LOL 0.5 gal/acre 

2,4-D amine 0.4 gal/acre 

2, e7D/2,4 5-7 LV. ester (96) @ 0.4 gal/acre 
Dichlorprop/2,4-D_L,.Viswester Cate) 6 0.32 gal/acre 
Amitrole 29.0 lbs/acre 


Total Vegetation Control (guide rail, sion post areas only) 
Spike @ 10.0 lbs/acre 


*All above rates are in formulated product. 


1) 
Z) 
2) 
4) 
5) 
6) 


7) 
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3) The amount used varies year by year and the total quantity used 
is only available through the local district spray records. 


4) The approximate acreage treated in Northern Ontario encompassing 
the area from Huntsville northerly, in 1979 was 4500 for brush 
spraying and 25C0 for weed control. 


5) The M.T.C. rate of application is in accordance with the Pesticide 
Spray Manual and registered manufacturer's label recommendations 
for the various products used. For specific rates of application 
pleese see item 2D2. 


6) All M.T.C. spraying is by ground application from a mobile spray 
truck. The majority of M.T.C. herbicide chemicals are applied 
in a thickened spray form designed to eliminate spray drift and 
ensure the spray remains on the target vegetation. Thickened 
spray application was pioneered by the M.T.C. 


7) The approximate expenditure in 1979 for weed control programs in 
Northern Ontario was $50,000.00 and for brush control $240,000.00. 


8) The environmental impacts from Ministry spray operations are 
being continually monitored by Ministry of Environment District 
and Regional Pesticide Control Officers. We have co-operated 
with the University of Guelph in a joint research study to 
evaluate the effectiveness of various drift control additives. 
Pp study on Tordon residue in the soil was carried out by M.T.C. 
and the Provincial Pesticides Residue Testing Laboratory and 
published in the scientific bulletin of Environmental Contamination 
and Toxicology. (attached). 


What is M.T.C's plan for the 1980 weed and brush control program 
in Northern Ontario? 

what herbicides will be used? 

how much of each will ke used? 

how many km of right of way will be sprayed with each herbicide? 
what will be the application rate of each herbicide? 

how will each herbicide be applied? 

when is the planned starting date (approx) of the various weed and 
brush control programs? 

what will be the total estimated cost of the 1980 weed and brush control 
program in Northern Ontario? 


The Ministry's herbicide control program for 1980 has not keen 
finalized at this time. All Districts are currently preparing the 
1980 program to be submitted to their respective Regional offices 


for approval by April, 1980. 


1,2,3) The herbicides to be used will be those approved for Ministry 
use as listed in 2A. The quantity and acreage to be sprayed will 
be tabulated in the district submissions. 


4) The rate of application is shown in question 2D2. 


She 
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5) All herbicides will be applied from ground spray vehicles and 
most will be applied in a thickened spray form. 


6) The starting date varies Gepending on the location, type of 
vegetation to be sprayed and weather conditions. Normally in 
Northern Ontario, this would be about the first week of June. 


7) The cost of the 1980 program has not been determined at this 
time. 


Are there any alternatives to chemical weed and brush control currently 
under consideration by M.?.C.? 
1) what alternatives have been used or considered in the past and discarded? 


Alternatives to chemical weed@ and brush control have always been 
considered and often used. 


Mowing of weeds. in areas inaccessible to spray equipment or adjacent 
to susceptible crops is carried out annually. Unfortunately, this 
usually does little to permanently eliminate the weed problem, only 
resulting in the weed flowering and producing seeds at a lower height. 
We, aS a landowner, are required by the Ontario Weed Control MELE - 
administered by the Ministry of Agriculture and Food, to destroy 
noxious weeds. WRerbicide treatments have been the most effective 

and economical means to eliminate this prolklem vegetation. 


Brush on the other hand bordering the travelled portion of the highway 
poses a hazard to the motorist, shades the road Causing eV Gung. and 
reduces snow storage areas. Woody brush can also impede drainage 
eventually leading to premature pavement deterioration. nand 

Or machine cutting removes the brush temporarily but creates 

a multitude of stems the following season compounding the 

problem. Chemical control has been the most effective and 

efficient method of controlling this brush and Maintaining 

safe driving conditions. 


This Ministry has adopted a general policy of ecological control 

of roadside areas not directly related to the functional aspects 

of the highway facility. Basically this is accomplished by en- 
couraging the natural regeneration of indigenous growth. While 

this is primarily directed to Southern Ontario it also has application 
to certain areas of right-of-way in the north. This has the direct 
result of reducing the amount of herbicide control required in 

highway maintenance Operations. 
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Question: 


Answer: 


Question: 


Answer: 


Question: 


Answer: 


Question: 


Answer: 


Question: 


Answer: 


2. A. What herbicides are considered for use in the Northern 


2 


P48 
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Telephone Limited weed and brush control programs in 
Northern Ontario? 


Prior to the 1979 spray year 2-4-D and sodium T.C.A. 
was used and this past summer Silva Prop. LV 112. 


From which chemical companies are the various herbicides 
purchased? 


Northern Telephone Limited purchased herbicides from 
the following: F.M.C. Canada Ltd. and Niagara Chemicals. 


Does Northern Telephone Limited establish multi-year 
contracts with these chemical companies for the purchase 
of certain herbicides? 


No, the purchasing group arrange purchases; once a 
request for certain chemicals is made. Price and 
delivery is the main concern. 


Since the Northern Telephone Limited weed and brush 
control programs began, what herbicides have been used 
in Northern Ontario? 


We have used 2-4-D - Sodium T.C.A. and lately 
Sa iva feropr vrei 2% 


1) What years were each of these herbicides used? 
Year 


L975 2-4 

1976 2-4=-D plus Sodium T.C cA. 
LOTg 2-4-D plus Sodium T.C.A. 
1978 Non 

4975 Silva prop 
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Question: 
Answer: 
Question: 


Answer: 


Question: 


Answer: 


Question: 


Answer: 


Question: 


Answer: 


Question: 


Answer: 
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2) What were each of them used for? 
They were used for brush control under aerial lines. 


3) What amount was used of each of them each year? 


Year Type Amount 

19:75 2-4=) L180 gal. 
Andwsodaum Tacs As 890 lbs. 

1976 Invoices misplaced 

LOR. 2=4=) 135 gal. 

LPOaS None 

1979 Silva prop. 180 gal. 


4) How many acres (miles of roadside and right of way) 
were sprayed each year in each district (how much 
in Temiskaming, Cochrane, etc.)? 


This is very hard to determine as a lot of, thisars 
only spot spraying in the required areas and not a 
continued spray along many miles of right of way. 


5) The rate of application of each one used each year. 


The mixture of the chemicals used is 1 gal. <.of chemical 
to 100 gal. of water and the rate of application can 
vary depending on the amount of brush to be sprayed 
ina Given) area: 


6) How were each of these herbicides applied each 
year (ground spraying, helicopter, etowr 


The chemicals are applied from a truck with men 
equipped with hoses walking along the right of way. 


7) What was the cost of each of these spraying 
programs each year? Bs 

The cost of the spray program alone is very hard to 

determine as the same group is involved in spraying 

and brushing and costs are all charged to the same 

accounts. 


The cost for chemicals are 1975) = "$23 3476- 
estimated 1075000= $3,500. 


no purchases 197g - - 
19-79 = “So oie 
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8) Were there any environmental impact studies done 
in any of these target areas following the spraying? 


The only studies carried out by the foremen is to see 
that we had a satisfactory coverage from the chemical 
applied. 


What is Northern Telephone Limited's plan for the 1980 
wood and brush control program in Northern Ontario? 


The Northern Telephone spray program is partially 
prepared at this time, it will involve spot spraying 
along the existing lines and, in the Timmins area, 

an extensive program as this area was not done during 
1979. 


1) What herbicides will be used? 


At this time we believe the same chemicals as 
were used "am 1979 willbe’ used Wn 1980" 


2) How much of each will be used? 
Probably over 200 gal. as Timmins area is 1 year late 


3) How many acres (miles of roadside and right, oF 
way) will be sprayed with each of the separate 
herbicides? 


This is difficult to estimate because in some 
locations the brush is very thick and between 
atand’-4 ft. high’. 


4) What will be the application rate? 
5) How will each herbicide be applied? 


This also is hard to determine. The mixture will 
be per the chemical companies recommendations, but 
depending on the quantity of brush in a given area 
May fLequaremOmtoml Ss qal. "per acre. 


6) When is the planned starting date (approx...) of the 
various weed and brush control programs. 


We tentatively plan to start spraying on June 2. 


7) What will be the total estimated cost of the 
1980 wood and brush control program in Northern 
Telephone? 


The total cost for brush control in Northern 
Telephone during 1980 will be between $60,000 
and 365,000. 
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Omeseron:= 2k “Ave there” any alternatives to chemical weed and 
brush control currently under consideration by 
Northern Telephone Limited? 


Answer: We have used various methods in the past - including 
men equipped with axes and chain saws. These were foun 
to be dangerous and very costly. 


Once a tree of any size is cut, the stump develops 
many suckers and before long the area has to be re- 
cut. The best method to date is spraying and once 
an area is brought under control, a continued pro- 
gram of spot spraying is used. 


During the past 3 years Northern Telephone Limited 
has been burying most of the rural plant. This is 
a 5 year program and will significantly reduces tie 
amount of spraying. required. 
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2s General Herbicides and Pesticides Information 


(a) What pesticides are considered for use in any OMAF 
crop spraying programs in Northern Ontario? 


OMAF does not have spraying programs. Farmers do 
their own spraying or hire custom sprayers. 


Pesticides used by farmers will first of all be only 
those registered by Federal Government for sale in 
Canada for specific purposes and farmers will follow 
the recommendations in 296 etc. and the specific 
mandatory instructions on the companies' containers. 


(b) Since the OMAF crop spraying programs began, what 
herbicides and pesticides have been used in these 
various programs in Northern Ontario? 


This question is not applicable as OMAF does not 
have a spraying program. 


(c) From which chemical companies are the various 
pesticides purchased? 


Which ever ones the farmer decides to buy from. 


(d) Does OMAF establish multi-year contracts with these 
chemical companies for the purchase of certain 
pesticides? 


Not applicable. 


(e) Does OMAF anticipate any 1980 crop spraying programs 
in Northern Ontario? 


No. Many farmers, however, will spray for weeds, 
insects and disease. 


(f) What alternatives to chemical weed and insect control 
are currently under consideration by OMAF? 


There is ongoing research on control of insects by 
parasites, for example, alfalfa weevil. 


Rotations and after harvest cultivation are two highly 
recommended non chemical controls. 


Summer fallowing, which was practised extensively in 
the past, has been discarded to quite an extent for 
economic reasons and due to the fact it leaves fields 
bare and subject to wind and water erosion during the 
summer months. 


I hope this information will be useful to you and your 
committee. 


Ontario Hydro 


Question 


Answer 
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What herbicides are considered for use in the Ontario Hydro 
weed and brush control programs in Northern Ontario? 


At this point in time, Picloram, 24D, 24DP, Sodium T.C.A., 
Simazine, Atrazine, Paraquat and Glyphosate are approved 
for use in weed and brush control work. 


Question No. 2B 


From which chemical companies are the various herbicides 


purchased? 
Answer 
Company Herbicide 
le Dow Chemical 2,4-D, Picloram 
ae Union Carbide 2,4-D and 2,4-DP 
BR Fisons 2,4-D and 2,4-DP 
Lee Pfizers 2,4-D and 2,4-DP 
5 Green Cross 2,4-D Sodium TCA 
6. Ciba Geigy Simazine, Atrozine 
A Monsanto Roundup (glyphosate) 
8 Chipman 2,4-D Paraquat (gramoxone ) 


Question 


Answer 


Does Ontario Hydro establish multi-year contracts with these 
chemical companies for the purchase of certain herbicides? 
1) which herbicides 

2) what BS,the weual vength of these contracts 


No. Purchases are made on an annual basis. Qualified suppliers 
are asked to bid on our needs. Materials must meet Corporation 
standard specifications. All factors being equal, price determines 
the supplier selected. 


Bul « 
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Question 


P 


Answer 


D. 


Since the Ontaric Hydro weed and brush control progyrams began, 
what herbicides have been used in Northern Ontario? 
1) what years wore each of these herbicides used 


2) what were each of them used for 

3) what amount was used of each of them cach year 

4) how many acres (miles of roadside and right of way) were 
sprayed each year in each district (how much in Temiskaming, 
Cochrane, etc) 

5) the rate of application of each one used each year 

6) how were each of these herbicides applied each year (ground 
spraying, helicopter, etc.) 

7) what was the cost of each of these spraying programs each 


year 
8) were there any environmental impact studies done in any of 


these target areas following the spraying 


(Pertaining to our Northeastern Region) 


A few miles of rural distribution land were sprayed in 1950 
using 24D. In 1952, a mixture of 24D and 245T, called Brush- 
kill was used as well as sodium T.C.A. on high voltage rights- 
of-way. In 1966, Tordon 101 replaced Brushkill almost ex- 
clusively with approximately 25000 litres of the chemical 

being applied each year to 2000 hectares of high voltage rights- 
of-way and 1500 kilometres of rural distribution. 


The 1979 spray costs for high voltage rights-of-way were 
approximately $600,000 for a control cost of approximately 
$40 per hectare per year. 


The 1979 spray costs for rural distribution rights-of-way 
were approNximately $400,000 for a contral cost of approximately 
$65 per kilometre per year. 


The concentration of spray solution is one litre of chemical per 
LOU Titres ofiwatcer. 7 Phe heavier, the) brush: the; moze; is, applicd 
per héctare., lhe rate of application, canwvanyetromel0. litres 

of solution per hectare to 2000 litres of solution per hectare, 


depending upon brush density. 


In 1979, all of the chemical application was done by ground 
Spraying. In the past and possibly in the future, we might use 
Tordon 1lOK pellets from a fixed wing aircraft to treat inaccessible 
rights-of-way, but this is only done occasionally. 


We monitor all work performed, but we do not call them environ- 


mental impact studies. 
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What is Ontario Hydro's plan for the 1980 wood and brush control 


program in Northern Ontario? 

1) what herbicides will be used 

2) how much of each will be used 

3) how many acres (miles of roadside and right of way) will be 


sprayed with each of the separate herbicides 

4) what will be the application rate 

5) how will each herbicide be applied 

6) when is the planned starting date (approx.) of the various 
weed and brush control programs 

7) what will be the total estimated cost of the 1980 wood and 
brush control program in Northern Ontario 


(Pertaining to our Northeastern Region) 

Ontario Hydro will conduct a spray operation similar to that 
which it has conducted in the past. No aerial applications 

are planned for 1980. Tordon 101 will be applied using the 
same rates and application methods used in the past and it 
will start around June 1, 1980. The total cost will be 
approximately the same as in 1979 except for inflation factors. 


Are there any alternatives to chemical weed and brush control 
currently under consideration by Ontario Hydro? 
1) what alternutives have been used or considered in the past 


and discarded 


Yes. We use various means of cutting the brush on our rights- 
of-way. This ranges from men using axes to huge machines with 
blades that operate like a rotary lawnmower. There are safety 
hazards with all of these methods and many places where the 
machines can’t) go.') As''well as this) every time a stump is cut, 
suckers develop from the cut stump, increasing the workload for 
the next cycle. The costs of doing the work this way are also 
Significantly higher, but this method is used in locations where 
conditions justify this technique. Total reliance on cutting 

is unacceptable from a cost standpoint, and would be in conflict 
with the Corporation's policy of selective vegetation management. 


We seed new rights-of-way with cover crops such as Reed Canary 
Grass, Brome Grass, Timothy, Trefoil and Crown Vetch, depending 
on the site requirements to prevent erosion and to provide 
competition with undesirable species. To date, some 3800 ha 
have been seeded to cover crops. 


We use a selective spraying process. Once a right-of-way is 

under control for brush density, only those species which will 
cause maintenance problems are sprayed. This reduces the amount 
of chemical used and improves the aesthetics of the rights-of-way. 
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